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Since the Wolf, Yadf and Giordano 2003 Basins at Risk study, examining human
interactions with transboundary water resources through a lensonfflict and
cooperationhas been a dominant paradigifibe Basins at Risk (BARgthod involves
categorizinggevents on a scale from most conflictive (e.g. war or extensive casualties) to
most cooperative (voluntary unifitian into one political unit)While this research
provides significant insight into the nature of cooperation and conflict over water, it
frames the discussion about water politics in terms of diplomatic, economic, and
military hostility.However, a basin can exhibit an impressive level of cooperation, yet
beneath the surface display tremendous environmental injustideatsin countries and
badn sub-populations (e.g. indigenous groups, womeRecognizing that cooperation
could mask various forms of conflict almking at the nexus of water conflict and
cooperation in terms of interactions rather than events, Mirumachi introduced the
Transbowmdary Waters Interaction Nexus (TWINS) tool (Zeitounid&alachi, 2008).

Yet, this nexus also defines water conflict using high politics and militarized
conceptualizations.

Thus,| argue that tle conflict-cooperation paradigm alone is insufficient for
understanding the range of impacts from human interactions with transboundary water.
Particularly, these scale® not sufficiently capture decisions and policies that have
inequitable distributions of environmental costs and benefitsother words, they do
not capture the environmental justice (also referred to as structural violence)
implications of water decisions, whether cooperative or conflictivas is especially
true for more nebulously defined qualitativeeedslike the cultural or aesthetic valse

for water resources.



Furthermore, while institutions like treaties are key to cooperative (i.e. less direct
violence) basingaccording to Wolf et al., 2003hey may also solidify and reinforce
existing power imbalances and injustig€eitoun & Mirumahi, 2008). Thus, if
cooperation alone does not guarantee progress towards environmental justice, it is
important to understand the role of institutions like treaties and river basin
organizations (RBOs). Do they detéfiected countries andommunities fom meeting
their basic human needs, or can institutions be wielded to affirm those neéds&t is
the role of participatory processe&ractically, bw can managers, policymakers, and
environmental facilitators understand and respond to structural vioéeredated to
natural resource decisions?

The purpose of this dissertation is to bridge the gap between pragmatism and social
idealism, between realorld politics and the charge from great philosophers and
leaders b create a more just world. Towardsshjoa) | developed a scale of structural
violence in transboundary basins that commplents the work of Wolét al.and
Mirumachiet al. (referred to as the London Water Research Graud-WRG) This
tool- called the Integrated Basins at Risk (iBARpsBaNJ 6 & FNRY 22f FQ& OHANny?oL
gFrGSNI YR ALANRGAZ f AGE@Y YANNRBNARAY3I alatz2é6Qa | AS
method toassess structural violence/environmental justice using the stake prism to
assess archival events (newspaper articies@rviews andobservational datdrom
conference and panel presentations.

Using the Mekon@asinas a transboundary water case study, tésthe scale and
methodology painting a detailed picture of environmental justice in the basin and the
institutional variables associated with positive and negative outcomes. From this, | drew
conclusions and produced recommendations relevant to practitioners interested in
improving justice outcomes in transboundary basins. Finally, | evaluated the iBAR
Y S i K 2 Ripas andasisasbnient tool faater conflict facilitators and water

managers
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Chapter 1: Environmental Just ice in Transboundary Water
Management

Introduction
Thedriving motivationbehind the dissertations to find waydor policymakers,
facilitators, and human rights advocateswield transboundary water resources policy
and management to make the world atter place, wheréhuman suffering and
injustices are reduced and human righi® actualizedl propose that water
conflict/cooperation practitioners mustloock 6 S 2 Yy R O anami@aNat (G A 2 y ¢
incorporatesenvironmental justice issues at multiple scaddsngside the spectrum
between water wars and water peace. Thus, my research has five objectives:
1. Better understand how water relates to social/environmental justice
2. Develop a transferrable approach for assessing justice/injustice in
transboundary basins
3. Gean insight on the role of institutions in securing justice and human needs
4. Glean insight on the role giarticipationin securing justice and human
needs
5. Draw conclusions/recommendations to better achieve human needs
Recognizing the role that institutiahcapacity plays in preventing water wars, my
primary question isWhat institutional factors are associated with positive or negative
impactson human needs related to waterPhese are the leverage points where
practitioners can improve water managemeant2 A YLINE @S 1LIJS2 L) SQa& f AGSaod
sub-questions based on the literature about conflict and cooperation and environmental
justice. These include:
1. Do negative peace (absence of violence) and positive peace (absence of
structural violence) coexist or ndlict?
2. What is the role of institutions (such as laws and agreements) in promoting
environmental justiceelated to water?
3. Isthere a relationship between stakeholder participation/collaboration and
environmental justiceutcomes?
To answer my questits, | blend pospositivist and critical theories of water

resources conflict and cooperation, and | employ peace studies, Political Ecology, and
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environmental justice theories to craft a new tool for evaluating environmental justice
in transboundary watekJ2 t AGAOCa® . AaSR 2y 2I)BRsnsat2 TFST | yR
Risk (BAR) Stu@yd itsconceptualization of measuring conflict and cooperation events

on a scalel developed a complementary Integrated Basins at Risk (iBAR) scale to assess

water decisio@d AYLX AOFGA2ya F2N KdzYly NRAIKGA YR Sy g

scale measures a range of diplomatic, economic, and military hostility and/or
cooperation, the iBAR scale examines the structural policies that create
disproportionate and unjust altations of benefits and harms among countries and/or
basin populations.

The iBAR scatmnsists of series of negative value® to-1), representing impacts
that deter the basic human needs of basin populations, and positive values (+1 to +9)
that represent impacts of water decisions that affirm or secure basic human needs. Each
value in the iBAR represents a certain category of needs, from survivak{@3msR
relationships (iBAR7) to knowledge (iBAR4) to spiritual needgiBARt2). Within this
study, the iBAR tool is used as a seualitative framework for analyzing events (as
portrayed in news reports) and as a framework for analysis of gréwtding semi
structuredinterviews with water practitionersplus conference and panel notes and
obsewations.

While the iBAR is intended to be a tool that could be applied in multiple basins or at
a global levelto live up to its name and identify Basins at Risk related to environmental
justice, this dissertation is a first step towards that objectiMaus, the Mekong Basin is
examined as a case study; its rich interactions with water and ripe situation in regard to
development and potential water conflict and cooperation make it an ideal basin to
examine for environmental justice trends and potentigkrventions.

This dissertation is divided into several chapters that provide background and
justification, detail the methods, share the results, discuss the implications, and finally,
provide answers and recommendations based on my research. Theifglow
paragraphs break down the progression of what you can expect to find in each section
of this document.

In Chapter 1, dlescribethe Basins at Risk (BAR) study, which laid the groundwork for

this study. | discuss what the BAR scale measures and wihegriboks, particularly
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focusing on structural violence, i.e. environmental justice related to water resources
management decisions. | discuss how the BAR study measures negative peace, but
propose that looking at negative peace alonengufficient for understanding water
conflict

In Chapter 2, | dive into the theoretical underpinnings that create a dissonance
between postpositivist and critical perspectives in the water community. Particularly, |
discuss Political Ecology theory as it relates to th@rélyegemony school of thought
from the London Water Resources Group. Recognizing that the critical perspective has
drawn attention to injustice in water management, | propose that it is time to move
beyond our current conversatietridging the pragmaticrad the critical with a
constructivist approach that focuses on interventions to build a more just world of
water management. | conclude this chapter with a description of my questions,
hypotheses, and objectives.

In Chapter 3, | provide a brief descriptiohthe Mekong Basin, my case study in
which | tested the Integrated Basins at Risk (iBAR) method. | discuss important
geographical characteristics, the recent history of the basin, the current political climate,
and environmental justice issues that higihit the Mekong as a relevant and timely case
study.

In Chapted, lintroduce the Integrated Basins at Risk (iBAR) methodology and
explain the guiding theory that influenced its development.

In Chaptel5, | detail the methods used in this study, startimigh a summary of the
overall design. | then discuss my archival (newspaper events) methodology, coding
scheme, and data processing procedure, highlighting several important criteria for
anyone interpreting the results of this data or replicating the studother basins. Next,

I discuss my othe-ground methods, starting with my interview methods and followed
by my observational conference/panel analysis method. | conclude with a description of
my analysis techniques.

In Chapter 6, | detail all the ressilof my analyses, divided into two categories:
eventrelated semiquantitative results, and interview/conference/panel qualitative
results. The event results are divided into several categories of interest, inclLetsy

Developed Countriesnd communites, institutions, dams, comparison to the Basins at
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Risk study, and participation. The qualitative results are divided into iBAR observations,
AyaluAabdziazyas LI NI AOA LI G-&eoyhpilationydfecathifgh (L
guestions and commentsativered at theMekong International Conference and Save

the Mekong panel event.

In Chapter 7, | interpret all of these results by breaking them into themes, again
divided by eventelated results and qualitative results. | identify nine themes from my
andysis of the iBAR events, each discussed briefly. | also interpret five themes from my
gualitative, onthe-ground data. | propose a CorruptidinclosureFace (CEK) Nexus as
an insidious and confounding variable in Mekong water management. | also identify a
right hand/left hand problemunenforceablenstitutions and the ways other
stakeholders are filling that void. Finally, | discuss the potential role of the donor
community as a leverage point for better justice outcomes.

In Chapter 8, | revisit my resedrobjectives and synthesize my results as they
pertain to the internatimal water community. | discusghat | learned about how water
relates to environmental justice, provide commentary about the iBAR method as a
potential tool for use in other basinsjsguss the role of institutions and participation in
addressing waterelated injustice, and provide recommendations for practitioners
grounded in the themes identified in my research. | conclude with a brief discussion that
reconnects my work to both my otivation for the study and th¢éheoretical

underpinnings for my approach.

Research Perspective & Definitions
Recognizing that no research is entirely objective, and even the very question asked

by a researcher is a political act, | include this briefisadh attempt to lay my cards on
the table regarding my motivations and particular ethical leanings. | also include a few
important definitions to clarify what | mean when | use certain terms.

First, | must out myself as both a skeptical optimist andagtiral idealist. | ascribe
to intersectional feminism and social justice critiques of modern politics, but I do not
believe in critique as an endsbelieve it is absolutely critical that we do not ignore
issues of ethics and justice, but | am optinusti my belief that we must work towards

constructing a better, more just world rather than lamenting in its injustices. Thus, | take

Ol f ¢
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a constructivist approacim my researchand | lean towards identifying leverage points
for intervention to make positivehanges. | do not seek only to understand, but to use
that understanding to improve and better the world.

A conversation that has come up several times between my adviser and me is
whether the ends justify the means. Is an unjust treaty with some bertedit®r than
no treaty with no benefits? Is a legsclusive process acceptable if it produces positive
results, where an inclusive process would have been stalled? These are transboundary
water politicsspecific examples of the debate between deontolobathics and
consequentialism: Is the better course of action the one thahore procedurally just,
or the one thatproduces better substantive resu?d do not have a definitive answer to
those questions.

However, | do haveaveats. First, I thinkkd ONAGAOFt G2 a1 GKS |jdzSa
GK2YKe gKSYy GFEf1AYy3 Fo2dzi 6+ GSN) O22LISNY A2y |y
people who can make the wisest decisions about natural resource management are
those who live in and depend on the system (a wisdom tiaait be enhanced via more
complete knowledge about the intricacies and interconnectedness of the system). |
guestion whether even a benevolent, completely altruistic water czar (or more likely, a
group of water scientists) can make decisions that fullyregiate the spectrum of
human needs and values of water. On the other hand, | also believe that less suffering is
better than more suffering, and thus see a place for pragmatism as an interim solution.
Thus, my stance could best be what is described asifayrule consequentials. In
terms of water, this means | favor holding up meaningful, representative participation
as an ideal and actually working to achieve that, but reducing violence and suffering
through other means as we work towards that goal.

This dissertation represents this rule consequentialist position: | hold up
participation as the ideal, but the iBAR scale focuses most acutely on the impacts of
decisions/actions. In fact, the Mekong Basin is a good example of a place where very
few partcipatory processes surfaced in my analysis, but | illuminate and suggest other
methods for improving substantive justice results while laying a better foundation for

more democratic decisiemaking in the future.
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The following are some imptant operatioralizations and definitions that further
elucidate my research perspective:

1 Events and Interactions: Conflict and cooperation events are defined by the
BAR scale, while water interactions are defined byTrensboundary
Waters Interaction Nexus (TWINS) t¢deitoun & Mirumachi, 20Q8(Both
of these approaches are discussed in greater detail in the next section of
thischapter) 2 S@SNE L Ffaz2 dzaS GKS GSNXY aS@Syi:
decisions or activities that have some projected/stated effect on human
needs.

1 NeedsAffirming: This is when an action/activity has the end result of
enabling some stakeholder to meet/continue meeting one of their basic
human needs.

1 NeedsDeterring: If an action changes the way people interact with water in
a way that limitgheir ability to meet a basic human need, that activity is
considered needsleterring.

1 Transcendent Need3ranscendent needs represent the need to care for
YSSRA 0Se2yTReiBARSE@I&Is Rumaérric. It does not
separately capture the intrins value of nature or the needs of nature. It
does capture those needs through the lens that they are human values.
Thus, many of the impacts on transcendent needs (iBAR 1) are actually the
result of a discussion of positive or negative impacts on thérenment,
but they are technically captured becausey impactsome stakeholde® a
(e.g. environmentaNGOS®local communitie@ tranendentneed to care
for the environment.

1 Environmental Justice (EJ): | rely on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency(EPA) definition of environmental justice in terms of fair treatment
and meaningful involvementvhich has transcended the U.S. domestic scale
to the United Nations Environméirogramme (UNEP) definition as an

equitable distribution of environmental cosésd benefits Thus, my
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conceptualization of justice is a hybrid of participatory justice and
distributive justice.

Least Develope@ountries: Cambodia, Laa@nd Myanmaare the focus of

my countrylevel EJ analysémsed on their designation as LeastwBleped
Countries (LDCs) by the United Nations (UN). The UN defines LDCs by
poverty, human capital weakness, and economic vulnerability.
Communities: Ideally, a measure of EJ should include precise demographic
information about race, ethnicity, age, gendeaind socieeconomic status.
However, my data sources were coarse in their reporting on the specific
demographics of communities affected by some activity or event. While it
was contextually implied that these communities were vulnerable, there
was not enaigh information to make precise judgments of vulnerability.
¢KdzaZz aO2YYdzyAdASaénydnddtidng §reup 6§ SNBE NB T S N&
people,often designatingmpacted poor, indigenous, riverine communities,
or local groups of fishers or farmers affected bynsadecision.

Positive Race Also referred to asocial/environmental justice

characterized by needsffirming impacts. The opposite of positive peace is
structural violence, also referred to as environmental injustice,
characterized by needdeterring inpacts particularly onLeast Developed
Countries and impactedommunities.

NegativePeace: Thabsence of physical violenc@hich may or may not be
realized through cooperative arrangements and institutions. According to
the TWINS matrix, there may be radiye peace in a basin simply because
riparian neighbors do not interact or have any pressing issue over which
they escalate to violence.

Human Rights: In this dissertation, human rights are examined as a function
of environmental costs and benefits. | loat basic human needs, which

align well with the rights specified in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (1948), as they relate to human interaction with water resources.

Rights are examined from a liberty perspective (as discussed below), with a
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focus on whether an action/decision deters someone from meeting a need.
The iBAR also examines what needs are affirmed (and for whom), but the
implication is not that the decisiemaker is obligated to affirm all needs for
everyone. Rather, the obligationnst to hinder the rights of others, while
striving for an equitable distribution of any needfirming benefits.

1 Institutional Capacityl use a strictedefinition of institutions and
institutional capacity as intestate treaties/agreements or riverasin
organizations (RBOs) for the purpose of my analysis, but later conclude that
a broader definition of institutions that captures NGO, civil society, and
academic initiatives may be better suited for analyses of environmental
justice in transboundary wiar politics.

Note that environmental justice (EJ) is defined both as equal protection from (or
equal distribution of) environmental harms and as equitable access to (or distribution
of) environmental benefits. There are two ethical questions that ememgya this
definition. First, there is the notion of equitable versus equal. Equal implies that each
stakeholder should get an identical gift basket of environmental benefits and harms.
However, equity implies fairness in the distribution of benefits anarsaiSecond, there
is the debate between liberty and entitlement. Does EJ suggest that everyone is entitled
to environmental benefits, or that they are free to pursue those benefits?

The iBAR method developed and applied in this dissertation looks aeguliteble
distributions, focusing on what stakeholders claim to nesmad whether decisions
facilitate or hinder the meeting of those needather than measuring whether
everyone gets equal sharesdditionally, the iBAR approach, as | appltaites diberty
(rather than entitlement) perspective on rights, by its nature of lookingtagther an
action facilitates or deters a given stakeholder from meeting their needs. In both cases,
the iBAR approach focuses on opportunity rather than substantiveetables A
researcher could rework the iBAR method to focus on equality and entitlement
however, it is not the approach taken here,

Finally, in line with my constructivist approach and reliance on Political Ecology as a
guiding theory, btudy discoursevia the media, conversations with practitioners, and

observations of presentations and interactions at a conference and panel discussion
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my primary form of understanding and analyzing justice and politics in the basin. Thus,
my story about the Mekongg based on the human construction of the Mekong rather
than physical measurements of its characteristics. For the type of research | wanted to
do- measuring human needs for culture and relationships alongside identity and
survivat | do not think there is better way than to accept the understanding of reality
as told by the people who work and live in the basin.
Water Conflict & Cooperation

Freshwater, vial to life on earth, has a pesky quality of being totally oblivious of the
political boundaries huns have drawn across the surface of the earth. This lack of
consideration means that water is constantly crossing borders and creating both
tensions and opportunities for neighboring peoples to either fight or cooperate over
shared transboundary water rearces.The debate in the late 1990s and early 2000s
about the potential for water wars drove Wolf, Yoffe, & Giordano to attempt to quantify
and understand the actual patterns isteractions between riparian countries over
transboundary water resource3heir study,Basins at Risknade great stridef our
understanding the nature of water conflict and cooperation around the wiA@If,
Yoffe, & Giordanad2003) Wolf et al.identified all of the transboundary river basins (a
number that shifts as borderchange, but currently hovers near 280), and then they set
about searching news sources around the world for evidence of conflict and
cooperation. What they found was quite astonishing: based on their definitions of
conflict and cooperation, people terid cooperate over water much more than they

compete (sedHgurel).
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Number of Events by BAR Scale
1948-2008

682

m-7=Formal YWar

B-6=Extensive Miltary Acts

B-5=Small-scale Military Acts
m-4=Political/Military Hostile Acts
m-3=Diplomatic/Economic Hostile Acts

m-2=5trong/Official Verbal Hostility

u-1=Mild/Unofficial Verbal Hostility

o0=Neutral, Non-significant Acts

m1=Mild Verbal Support

w2=0fficial Yerbal Support

m3=Cultural, Scientific Agreement/Support

m4=Non-milttary Econ., Techno., Indust
Agreement

w5=Military, Econ., Strategic Support

mb=International Water Treaty

Increasing Conflict Increasing Cooperation w7=Unification into One Nation

Source: De Stefano, L., P. Edwards, L. de Silva and A. T. Wolf 2010. “Tracking Cooperation and Conflict in International
Basins: Historic and Recent Trends.” Water Policy. Vol 12 No 6 pp 871-884. Adapted with permission of the authors.

Figure 1. Basins At Risk Sc8leurceWolf, Yoffe, & Giordano, (2003).

Wolf et al.(2003) went on to examine a wide array of river basin features to figure
out what characteristics arassociated with conflict. Surprisingly, the physical
characteristics (e.g. water scarcity/aridity) of a basin mattered very little. However, the
institutional capacity, or ability of the basin management organizations to absorb
change, was strongly ked with conflict/cooperation. Wokt al.(2003; p. 29) clarify:

dlt turns out then that very rapid changes, either on the institutional side or in

the physical system, which outpace the institutional capacity to absorb that

change, are at the root of nsb water conflict, as reflected in two sets of
AYRAOFG2NRY MU GAYOUSNYlFGA2YyI AT SRE o0l aAyas
management structures of newly independent states, and 2) basins which

include unilateral development projects and the absence of coaper

regimes¢

In light of these findings, the role of institutions such as international treaties and
River Basin Organizations (RBOs) becomes central to enhancing cooperation. These
types of institutions provide a basin with the resilience it needsegpond to sudden
shocks that would lead to conflict in a more hostile, less institutionally prepared basin.

Thus, based on these results, any forwbodking basin should focus its efforts on
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building transboundary institutional capacity via treatyd RBOrelations with its
neighbors.

However, other researchers suggest that institutional capacity can be a bad thing.
We will examine why below, but note first the nature of the Basins at Risk (BAR) scale.
The BAR scale ranges frefto +7, with negativeumbers representing increasing
conflict and positive numbers representing increasing cooperation. Conflict is defined
basedon T F NR& / ht5! . LYyGSNYIGA2¥Ff y/R2 GORVET AIOWR
essentially defined as physical/direct violensanctions, or threats of
violence/sanctions (Wolf et al., 2003; pp.-38). While these are very obvious and
critical forms of subjecting others to suffering, this narrow definition of conflict does not
encapsulate the full spectrum of violence. Becanishis narrow definition, the results
are more narrowly applicable to only a subset of outcomes. As such, aiming for
cooperation is misleading, and though it may mean the absence of military altercations,
it cannot be assumed to imply the absence ofestforms of violence.

While the work done by Wo#t al.broke ground and accomplished a feat of
documenting and analyzing all reported transboundary water events between 1948 and
1999, the Basins at Risk Study set the stage for others who criticizesthe 20LJ- LIS NI &
underlying assumptions. By systematically and exhaustively studying water events and
packing them into conflict/cooperation boxes, Wetfal. created opportunities for
others to then unpack, question, and rebuild our understanding of waterattions.

The major limitation of Basins at Riskits dualistic nature: conflicir cooperation,
war or peace. It focuses on individual events, which represent either conflict or
cooperation, rather than the overall pattern of interactions over watehjch can be
mixed.Mark Zeitoun and Naho Mirumachi (2008; p. 298) criticize this dualism, noting,
¢ KS SELI YekhgricdnficBogtoopeFation, we argue, refutes the reality of the

vast majority of contexts where cooperation and conflict actualkexist, and

LISNLISGdz- 6Sa GKS LI NY¥RAIY GKFEG Fyeéd O2yFt A0l Aa

Y 3 2.2 KEwise Stone (2009; p. 78) warns:
G! ttf GA2tSyO0S A& Aye2dzadiAOS:I odzi tSiQa oS
between what is happening arhat we think ought not to happen.

Somewhere between what is actually occurring and our concepts about what is

IA

Ol



Page]| 12

occurring, we find a rich and fertile zone of possibility. We need to leave behind
the place where our ideas get in the way of seeing the cerify and
AYGSNRSLISYRSYOS 2F || 3IAQBSYy ardda G§A2y ¢
Zeitoun and Mirumachpropose, instead, to view water interactions as a mix of
conflict and cooperation with a broader set of definitioMirumachi introduced the
Transboundary Waters Interaction Nexus (W& to combat dualistic thinking, plotting
O22LISNY A2y FYR Fa - FyYR , @lItdsSa 2F (GKS arys
interactions to be plotted based on the nexus of conflict and cooperd#@itoun &
Mirumachi, 2008) Though it sounds like answer to the dualistic problem in the BAR
scale, it idetter categorized as @eomplementary way of viewing water conflict and
cooperationusinga nexusapproach It serves as different lens thatlendsperspective
on basin relations, but, too, focugs on water interactions with a narrow definition of
conflict and cooperation.
These authors remind us that, in our efforts to make sense of the world, we too
often resort to using simple, dualistic boxes to categorize phenomena: good/bad,
conflict/coopeation, war/peace, etc. Yet, Zeitoun, Mirumachi, and Stone all suggest
that important information and possibilities are foregone when we limit our
understanding to dualism&Vhile both the BAR and TWINS approaches are valuable for
understanding water even and interactions, they both use conceptualizations of water
conflict and cooperation thatarrowlyframe our discussiorsbout transboundary
water politics By focusing on water conflict and cooperation, particularly on high
politics and physical violee conceptualizations of conflict, we miss important
information and a realm of possibilities to understand and improve water interactions
as they relate to low politics and other forms of violence.
Structural Violence & Environmental Justice
In labelingdiscordant events with a specifically defined rarfigen threats and
diplomatic hostility tosmall or largescalemilitary acts Wolfet al.(2003)definedthe
extrememanifestation of wateconflict as direct violencg. A { S6 A 4SZ a A NHzYl OKA Q&
matrixQ éonflict spectrum peaks aiolised (i.e. physical violenceferactions.

However,Johan Galtung illuminates two other types of violence: structural violence and
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cultural violence (Galtung, 1969; Galtung, 1990). Galtung first describes peace as the
abserte of violence, which is simple enough, except that it is highly dependent on the
definition of violence. Galtung (1969) broadly defines violence, claini@gh 2 f Sy OS A

QX

present when human beings are being iefheced so that their actual sortia and
mentalrealizations are below their potential realizatiohg | S FaasSNIay

a Xve are rejecting the narrow concept of violencaccording to which

violence is somatic incapacitation, or deprivation of health, alone (with killing as
the extreme form)at the handof an actor who itends this to be the
consequencelf this were all violence is about, and peace is seen as its
negation, then too little is rejected when peace is held up as an iddighly
unacceptable social orders would still be compatible with @& &&ltung,

1969; p. 168).

Galtung (1969) continues by defining a myriad of ways in which a broad definition of
violence captures what the narrow, physical/direct violence definition does not. He
talks specifically about injustices related to avoidabieeven distribution of wealth,
NE&a2dNDOSasz yR 0dz2NRSya Ay a20ASGex OFtftAy3
Galtung explains that this type of violence may not even emerge in a news report that
could be captured by a more fitaned BAR scalas:

GThe object of personal violence perceives the violence, usually, and may
complain- the object of structural violence may be persuaded not to perceive
this at all. Personalielence represents change and dynamisnot only ripples
on waves, but wass on otherwisdranquil waters. Structural vience is silent,

it does not show it is essentially static, it is the tranquil waters a static
society, personal violence will be registered, whereas structural violence may be
seen as about as naturas the air around usConversely: in a highly dynamic
society, personal violence may be seen as wrong and harmful but stillhesme
congruent with the order ofhings,whereas structural violence bemes
apparent because it stands out like an enormouskrioca creek, impeding the
free flow, creating akinds of eddies and turbulencgfGaltung, 1969; p. 173).
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Thus, even whethere are profound injusticesurrounding water allocation and
infrastructurewithin a country the sub-state status of the groupsvolved combined
with the nondirect nature of the structural violence means that most of these actions
do not register on the BAR scale. Direct violence registers as an event, while structural
violence is an ongoing process (Galtut®Q0; p. 294).Thus, it is helpful to picture
violence as an iceberdirect violences the visible point above the water, while

structural and cultural violencare the colossal, amorphous massscured beneath the

surface.

CA3dzNB Hd DI f (i dzy 3 Q&ce ayhtePdriiérdity rakspdsdd bvery 2 F GA2f S
an icebergPhotoSourceStocktouch (2012).

Cultural violenckexplains why structural violence happens beneath the radar.

While structural oppression of a group may seem like it would stand out, Galtung; (1990

I While the focus here is on injustice towards people via environmental decisions, cultural and

structural violencecand@s 6 S RANBOGSR 4 GKS Sy @ANRHMWSY G ® DIt { dz
about violence against nature? There is the direct violence of slashing, burning, etc., as in a war.

The structural form of such violence would be more insidious, not intended to desature but

nevertheless doing so: the pollution and depletion associated with modern industry, leading to

dying forests, ozone holes, global warming, and so on. What happens is transformation of nature

through industrial activity, leaving neslegradableresidues and depleting nerenewable
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LD HpmMO LI2&Sa GKFG &/ dzf GdzNF € GA2t Sy O0S YI{18a RA

feel,right-2 NJ | G € Sl ad y2d gNBy3IDE 'S RSFTAySa aidNHz0
culture that can be used to legitimize violence in its direct or structutdlMoz ¢  y 234 | a |y

SOSyld 2NJ LINRPOSaas odzi Fa +y AYINDPRWSR GAY DI NAL
¢ KdzAX | &dl (S -bddause ofichltEa violede® LIMIRB &8 | INP dzLJQ& & dzN

well-being, identity, and/or freedomi.e. perpetuate stratural violence while never
causing a blip on the BAR scale.

OStructural violencéis not a term one hears often, even amongst activists and
human rights campaigners. Instead, we much more frequently use the term social
justice(or injustice), which Galtugconfirms.Social justice issues linked to the
management of natural resources are referred to as environmental judidga term
gAOGK NR2Ga Ay GKS mdopcnQa / A ditfgaineditddiadha YR 9y OA
in 1994, when President Bdlintan issued Executive Order 12898 requiring federal
agencies to adapt EJ strateg{&°A2012 Executive Order 128%8 The EPAdapted
strategies to incorporat&J into agency functions, producing a strategy report that
included a working definition of emanmental justice

G 9y DA NER Y Y Sy the fair trastiw@niakdnSaningful involvemenof all
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
reguldions, and policiesFair Treatment means group of people should bear
a disproportionate burden of environmental harms and risks, including those
resulting from the negative environmental consequences of industrial,
governmental, and commercial operati® or programs and policie§EPA,

2011; p. 3).

Thed ¥ I A NJ G NB I 6f ¥h& géfiniion is}phxkBell & the negative, but we can
rephrase it in the inverse to define environmental justye@ 0 2dzad | a Gy 2 3 NP dzLIX
bear[ing] a disproportionatéurden of ewironmental harms and risks¢ 6 dx(S lj [dfl & 2
access to environmental benefits meet basic human needsEqual access to benefits,
of course, is olitical minefield in a highly individualistic and capitalist society such as

the United States. Howevethe EPA Environmental Justice 2014 report continues to say

resources, combined with a worehcompassing commercialization that makes the
consequencesan-visible to the perpetratorsTwo powerful structures at work, indeed,
legitimized by economic growthiThe buzzword 'sustaable economic growth' may prove to be
yet another form of cultural violencg.
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Ay GKS 1'3Sy0eQa AYLESYSylaladAazy 2F SyYy@ANRYYSylill

concept of fair treatment to include not only the consideration of how burdens are

distributed across all populatiois o0 dzi | f a2 K2¢g o0SySTFAda INB RA&G!
The concept oénvironmentaljustice has since expanded into the international

a0FtST FYR GKS RSFAYAGAZ2Y G GKS AYOGSNYylF A2yl €

9Wed [ A1 S KS,teeUnitedNations EnvirontddritRrogiamme (UNEP)

includes both environmental costs and benefits in its definition of environmental justice:

dln general, environmental justice seeks to ensure that authorities fairly allocate
and regulate scarce resourcesansure that the benefits of environmental
resources, the costs associated with protecting them, and any degradation that
occurs (i.e. all the benefits and burdens) are equitably shared by all members of
& 2 O A(Shélere& Kiss, 2005

Both the EPA and UB¥ define EJ as the equitable distribution of environmental costs
and benefits. This supportee notion that the distribution of negative impacts and the
distribution of environmental benefits are botmportant aspects of achieving
environmental justice.
Participation: The Crux of Environmental Justice
Ly GKS 9t! Qa RSHRANIAAS 2¢ESIyRAWITKS ABE2t OSYSy I
implies some kind of representative public participatidrhe EPA claims (2013) that EJ
GoAff 0S | OKA S @S Rhesdms gegrée@nidiohBomSy 22ea
environmental and health hazards, and equal access to the degisading process to
have a healthy environment in whichtoA @S 3 f S| M3fal dothgyRneah 2 NJ @ ¢
gKSY GKS& aleé& aYSI| yAy3TdztotheyladigidadeRingSy ¢ YR a S|
LINEOS&daé¢K ¢KS 9W Hamn NBLRNI Of FNATFASAY

oMeaningful Involvement means that: (1) potentially affected community

members have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions about a

proposed activity that will affect their eironment and/or health; (2) the

Lidzo t A 0Qa O2y(NAodzia2zy OFy AyFfdSyOs GKS NB
concerns of all participants involved will be considered in the decisiaking

process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitatentiodvement of

those potentially affectel 69t ! 2 HAMMT 00

Simply put, the EPA proposes that public participation procemsesecessary for just
decisionmaking and beyond that, community concerns should be considered and

should influerce the decisionmaking process.
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Likewise, the UNEP encapsulates public participation and environmental justice
Y2NB ONRIRf& dzyRSNJ SydANRYYSYy (iThefconbtiiztn 2 F f | 6o
elements of environmental rule of law can be said to include, inter adiaguate and
implementable laws, access to justice and information, public participation,
accountability, transparency, liability for environmental damage, fair and jus
SYyF2NOSYSyiz | yR K dz¥EhwfoniNdntal Kule aféaw,dntlugiag = HAamn 0 @
public participation, is promoted as the means by which EJ can be addressed (UNEA,
2014). The UNEP defines public participation very broadly to include anyone who may
be affected by an environmental decision or action. Specifically, the UNEP lists:

oPublic paticipation is based on the right of those who may be affected to have
a say in the determination of their environmental future. Depending on the
jurisdiction, this may include foreign citizens and residents. In the EIA context,
the public typically incorp@ates all stakeholders including communities,
women, children, indigenous people, ngovernmental organizations, other
State and nofState institutiong (Shelton & Kiss, 2005).

Notably, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and foreign interests arededl|in
this definition. The UNEP highlights the role of NGOs in particular as a catalyst for
participation:

a XIGOs may compile data, seek to influence legislation, intervene in decisions
on licensing or permitting projects, and monitor compliance withiemmental
laws. With these roles and because of their greater means, expertise, and
organized efforts, NGOs often can more effectively assert public rights of
information and participatioa (Shelton & Kiss, 2005).

Participation as a value has also beearpoted withinthe world of transboundary
g GSNI YIyYylF3aASYSyao Ly GKS LYOGSNYylFGA2ylrt | yAzy
G{ KII NE¢ NIetlaRNaliasS NLFSR 26RtF NI A OA LI GA 2y oO0dzA f Ra ( NHza i
understanding among stakeholdegghe vdue of this process cannot be overstated.
Participation clarifies goals, enhances effectiveness, diminishes conflicts and is essential
to sustaining cooperative transboundary water management (Sadoff, Greiber, Smith, &
Bergkamp, 2008p. 86).
However, Saoff et al. point out that it is important to distinguish between passive
and active participation; mereipforming the public what the policymakeos
administrators plan to do is passive and not true engagemnmsati¢ff et al., 2008; 44).

Active participéion, conversely, requires interaction between the decision makers and
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the stakeholders, and exists on a spectr(Badoff et al., 2008; 44). This spectr(sae
Tabledlp & Of F NAFASR Ay (GKS wnanmn L!/b abS32GAF 0S¢ 1
Smith (D10;pp. 25-26) explain that the lower, token forms of collaboration are
inadequate, as public input can be easily dismissed or igndkethe far other end, the
authors recognize that full stakeholder empowerméhanding the decision to the
stakeholdes) is often impossible within the various forms of government that already
have a decisioimaking authority in place.
b2ySGKStSaas (KSeé LINRPY2(GS ¢KIFIG GkSe OIFfft a0O2
referred to as collaboration) as a necessary component of aitfgjedesirable outcomes
related to transboundary water (Dore et al., 20, 23-26). They state:
G/ 2yaiaNHzOGAGS Sy3ar3aSySyid R2Sa y2G NBY2@S (F
disputes and decisions, but it offers a way of accommodating the diverse
intereds and perspectives that inspire those passions in processes for finding
FIANBSR gl &a FT2NII NRX {GFr1SK2f RSNAR OK22aAy:
recognize that because of the complexity of water, outcomes are likely to be
less desirable and problems inflatey &cting in isolation. They recognize that a

preferable track is to work with others to find options that are mutually
FOOSLIi o6t Sé¢ OpBNBE Sl t P wnanmnT

lf 0K2dAK GKS 9t!1 Qad AYUSNILINBGI GAgteIUENT f a4 0S0G6SS
reportsstH 3 S & G (rkelningful iNDi®mert (2 F OKAS@S 9w 3F21fa LINR
closer to collaboration (or in rare cases, empowering) on the public participation

spectrum (Sadoff et al., 2008; Dore et al. 2010).
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Table 1. Public participation spectrurBour@: Dore, Robinson& Smith, (2010).

Inform

Consult

Goal of participation

Involve

Collaborate

Empower

To provide the
public with
balanced and
objective
information to
assist them in
understanding
the problems,
alternatives,
and solutions

We will keep
you informed.

Fact sheets,
websites, open
houses

To obtain pulic
feedbackon
analysis
alternatives
and/or
solutions

Promise to public participants

We will keep
you informed,
listen to and
acknowedge
your concerns,
and provide
feedback on
how public
input
influenced the
decision.

Examples of participationdols

Public
comment, focus
groups, surveys
public hearings

To work directly
with the public
throughout the
process to
ensure that
public issues
and concerns
are consistently,
understood
and considered

We will work
with you to
ensure that
your issues anc
concerns are
directly
reflected in the
alternatives
developed and
provide
feedback on
how public
input
influenced he
decisions.

Workshops,
deliberative
polling, MSPs
and associated
tools, such as
scenario
building and
exploration

Topartner with
the public in
each aspect of
the decision
including the
development of
alternatives anc
the
identification of
preferred
solutions

We will look to
you for direct
advice and
innovation in
formulating
solutions and
incorporate
your advice anc
recommendatio
ns into the
decision to the
maximum
extent possible

Citizen advisory
committees,
MSPs including
consensus
building

processes

To place final
decision
makingin the
hands of the
public

We will
implement
what you
decide.

Citizen juries,
ballots,
delegated
decisions,
Multi-
Stakeholder
Processes
(MSPs), etc.
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Positive & Negative Peace
wWSGdaNYyAy3 (G2 DIFIfldzy3Qa omdec pv RSFAYAGARZY 2F
see now that the multifaceted defition of violence requires a corresponding
multifaceted definition of peace. Galtung (1969) divides peace into positive peace and
negative peace. Negative peace refers to the common perception of peace as the
absence of physical, direct violence (egpsefire). Positive peace, on the other hand,
is the absence of structural violence. To use more common terms, positive peace is the
achievement of social (or in our case, environmental) justice. Galtung illustrates this

concept simply in a graph:

VIOLENCE
Personal Structural (also referred to
(direct) (indirect) as «social injustices)
absence of absence of
personal violence structural violence
or or
Negative Positive (also referred to
peace peace as wsocial justice»)
PEACE

Figure 3. Extended concepts of violence and pedseurceGaltung (1969).

¢KS dzaS 2F (KS §GSNY atudd;alsaterddsed fleqguenyfy2 G & A y 3 dz
to describe active achievement oc@ptance of some value. For instance, positive
psychologyt®ms from Abrana | &4t DBR& A dzS 2F LAeOKz2f23& a aFl
2y (0KS yS3ardAgS GKIy 2y GKS LRaAAGAGBS aiARST Al

shortcomings, his ilinesses, his sins, but little about his potentialities, his virtues, his
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achievabb | ALIANI A2y &S 2N KA & Tlea7;p.354)He OK2f 23A 0Kt K
LINR LIZ&aSas a{20Alf LlAaeOK2fz23& VYdzald &aKlI1$S AGasStT
GgKAOK aiNBaasSa (22 YdzOK YIyQa LI aaraggades LXFad
dzi2y2Yeés KA&a ANRgGK GSYRSyOASas FyR GKS YU (dzN
institutions, and indeed culture itself, are customarily studied as shapers, forcers,
inhibitors, rather than as need gratifiers, happiness producersastlfalization
fostereNBR ¢ ¢ al®8Z;p. 276)> In the same way, focusing only on negative peace in
g1 GSNI NBa2dzNOSa O2y Tt AO00G Yyl 3OB3YithyaE 6KI G al
limits our discussion to only the worst of the obvious bad (i.e. wars over water) rather
than on achieving the positive (e.g. human rights, Millennium Development Goals).

¢CKS GSN¥Ya aLRarAldA@Sé yR ayS3alargsSe KIF@S +Ffa
freedom and liberty. This is a hot point of discussion for libertarians, and Aaron Powell
wiites2y F fAOSNIIFINARFY o0f23 GKFG ayS3IFriAagsS t Ao0SNI
f AOSNI& YSIya aOF LI OAGE (G2¢éX ! yf2GugilSNI gt & 2F (K
F3FAYy S AdRi&to bee NeBativd liberty 35 Heing about the absence
of externallimits, while positive liberty is about the absencemiernalft A YA G a¢ ot 2SSt f X
2012).In this case, internal limits are structural injustices leading to poverty and other
disadvantages that limit the potential of individuals. Applied to water, thesenater
limits are manifested as povertipss of fish stocks for livelihood, disptacents for
large water projects, lack of sanitation, disproportionate exposure to waterborne
disease, and the degradation of cultural or spiritually significant places antigas In
each of these cases, no one is physically barring a certain person from a subpopulation
from achieving basic human rights; however, the disproportionate negative
consequences (environmental injustices) borne by the individual limit his orpacity
to achieve basic human rights (survival, security, dignity, social and cultural needs,

freedom of spiritual practice, etc.).



Page]| 22

The negative of looking only at negative peace

Worryingly, many practitionefsand academics write off social and envircemtal
justice as too lofty of goals, stating that humankind has not yet managed to end war and
genocide, thus centering direct violence (and negative peace) as the top priority.
meta-analysis of 50 years of two prominent peace research publications lesi/deat
negative peace has always been the primary focus, though intrastate anstatm
violence have increased in prominence (Gleditsch, Nordkvelle, & Strand, 2014).
Cooperation is studied as a means to reduce the probability of direct violence, but
positive peace as a means of addressing structural violence has represented a marginal
voice in the literature (Gleditsch et al., 2014).

Likewise, watehas becomesecuritized linked with high politics and top officials
rather than the low politics of citty 8 Q S@POSNEBRI & f A@Sa O0DNI SISNE
argues that this securitization makes it easier for politicians to devote their attention to
environmental issues, but it also truncates the range of tools and solutions available
The act of achieving gative peace in a basin requires great effort and political capital
from the negotiating parties and international community; adding additional human
rights issues or trying to address systematic environmental injustices among populations
within countriesmight cause the negotiation to break down. Should we as water
conflict practitioners accept limiting our sights to an interim solution that deals with
cooperation but not injustices? Is an agreement that prevents direct violence but allows
(or institutionally bolsters) the continuation of injustices better than no agreement at
all?

Water policy scholars confirm this trend of structural and cultural violence in water

AYGiUSNI OGA2yad 2 NYSNI FYR %SA(G2dzy 6wnnyT LI® yn

meani KS 1 6a8Sy0S8 2F O02yTFtA00( 2NJ GKS LINBasSyoOs

treaty or some form of cooperation over transboundary water does not mean the

2T !

6aSyO0S 2F O2yFEtAOQGd® /22L NI GA2y S FFGSNI FEtx

2 Evidence suggests that elites from highly developed countries are more likely to prioritize
negative peace over positive peace, while elites from less developed countriesaedikely to
prioritize positive peace (Sylvester, 1980). Thus, the securitization of water may be a Western
imposed value.
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conept of hydrohegemony as a country that uses tactics of coercion and consent to

make itself the most powerful among supposed equals, propagating their legitimacy as

top dog by steering the agenda, controlling the discourse, and by imposing a culture

where the oppressed accept their lot (Warner & Zeitoun, 2008; pp-@&5Zeitoun &

Allan, 2008; p. 9). Once power asymmetries are in place surrounding water

I2PSNYFyOSklft20FGA2y 3> dnke@donlowBvatgr&dNes KIF NR (2 0

set within a congéxt of structural power asymmetry gialifiably andsubstantially

differentthanwheni KS LJX F @ Ay3 FASER Aada Y2NB £S@Sté¢ 062 NJ

06).

Warner and Zeitoun go on to call for a miiétyered approach when examining

power relations in weer resource governance. They highlight the importance of not

only international power disparities, but also sstate power dynamics, claiming,

a %tate actors may collude with each other at the expense of subnational actors, calling

attention to the locédly exploitative aspects of international water policigshis]point

recalls the relevancy of the African proverb tliati R2 Say Qi YIF GGSN) 6 KSGKSNJ

fight or make love; in all cases, the grass benéath S Y  aéqe¥amé& BEeitoun,

2008; p. 808

Again, thidllustrates how the securitized water/negative peace perspectiveds th

low-ceiling approach to water conflict management. What if, instead of causing

transboundary agreements to disintegrate, achieving positive peace leads téelong

redlience for both positive and negative pead® extensionwhat if achieving human

rights is the key to achieving world pead@f? Martin Luther King Jr., in his 1963 Letter

FNRY . ANX)YAY AlRustice angiwliiefe Is a thileat & Eistiake everywhevde

are caught in an inescapable network of mutuality, tied in a single garment of destiny.

Whatever affects one directly, affects all indireatly. . @ YAy 3Qa NBlFaz2yAy3as 2dz

wellbeing is interdependent, and thus, global peace rests on unmaskingratiag

injustice everywhere. HoweveGaltung (1969; 184) warns against pitting positive and

negative peace against one another:
q {00, mugh research e[nphasi,s on one aspect o]‘ peace tenpls“tq ratignalize ) o
SEUNBYAAY 02 0KS NAIKInptNbtopadiddBothA a Y G2 UKS
may easily develop into wdlinown social orders where neither of the two
aspects of peace are realized: gross social injustice is maintained by ofeans
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highly manifest personal Vience. The regime usually tries to maintain assa
guo, whether it means forceful maintenance of traditional social injushie¢
may have lasted for generans, or the forceful maintenance of some new type
of injustice brought in by an s&mpt to overthrow the old systers

Yet, while extremism isat preferable, neither is a middlef-the-road course.
Galtung (1969; 184sserts:

oEfforts to avoid both personal and structural violence may easily lead to accept
one of them, or even both. Thus, if the choice is between righting a social wrong
by means of personal violence or doing nothing, the latter may in fact mean that
one supports the forces behind social injustice. And conversely: the use of
personal violence may easily mean that one gets neither-teng absence of
violence nor justic® €

Thus practitioners who ignore environmental justice in favor of a more securitized
discussion of water and direct violence are complicit in injusticais Letter from
Birmingham Jail, Dr. King calls out these moderates:

"I have almost reached the regrettabtonclusion that the... great stumbling

block in [the] stride toward freedom is... [the] moderate, who is more devoted
to "order" than to justice; who prefers a negative peace which is the absence of
tension to a positive peace which is the presence sfige who constantly
says:Wagree with you in the goal you seek, but | cannot agree with your
methods of direct actioQwho paternalistically believes he can set the

timetable for another man's freedom; who lives by a mythical concept of time
and who onstantly advises thfpppressed}o wait for a¥hore convenient
season*¢

In his letter, King criticizes those who would rather put justice on the back burner to
avoid the discomfort of tension and who blamed him, as an activist, for creating tension:

"Actually, we who engage in nonviolent direct action are not the creators of
tension. We merely bring to the surface the hidden tension that is already
alive... injustice must be exposed, with all the tension its exposure creates, to
the light of human corence and the air of national opinion before it can be
cured.”

Gontinuing to study conflict only manifested in its direct, physical form would
perpetuate the hydrohegemonic powers that rely on this system of quiet oppression to
maintain their control.Doing so puts ug consortwith the privileged moderates who

were unwilling to endure the discomfort of standing up for justice

3 Paraphrased slightly for generality.
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However, Galtung (1969; 185) proposes that we should not jump to pick a camp
or pass judgment, but rather, look for intergmms where positive and negative peace
can coexist. Like Maslow, he suggests looking at the positive advances (rather than
focusing on the negative) in dissociative and associative nonviolence, theories of
egalitarian organization, participation, and etdbration (Galtung, 1969; 186MHe
concludes:

X 2y 0SS (KS R2dzof Sthal@ehce redéarch is coScBryled & G I G SR

with the conditions for promoting both aspects of peadbere is no reason to

believe that the future will not bring us richer compte and more forms of social

action that combine absence of personal violence with fight against social

injustice once sufficient activity is put into research and practice. There are

more than enough people willing to sacrifice one for the othigiis by aiming

for both that peace rese®@ K OFy YI 1S | NBIf O2yiNROdziAZ2YE

In sum, literature in peace studies and water politics suggests that conflict and
cooperation are much more complex than the dualistic, direct violerergric BAR sde
implies. While the Basins at Risk study opened the door for a myriad of research on
water interactions, it would be ovesimplistic and perhaps dangerous to rely on this
a0rtS Fa I YSFadNBE 2F GNHZS LISl OS¢ Fa RSTAYSR
imposition- whether direct, structural, orcultura2 y | LISNE 2y Qa LR IGSYyaGAlF € {:
ySSRao® L &4l& aRFYy3ISNRdzaé o0SOl dzaS NBASIE NODK o8
remedy suggested by Waf al. - institutional capacity (treaties, ete.s the culprit that
solidifies unjust, hegemonic power dynamics that oppress states and subnational
populations.
a® RAAASNIIGAZ2Y gAff ASNWBS Fa Fy20KSNJ adsSL) G
positive and negative peackwil work to expose and undstandenvironmental
justice/injustices surrounding water resources decisions and management institutions.
Furthermore, | will combineegative peace methods in transboundary water conflict
research(i.e. the BAR scale) with positive peace (environmensdide) concepts
creating a new framework for understanding environmental justice and addressing it in
a way that icompatiblewith- rather thanincoherent toor overshadowed bythe

securitized water paradigm.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Underpinnings
Nature-Society Geography

This dissertatiomepresents Political Ecology within the field of Geography. First, my
focus on marginalized communities and environmental justice situates my study with
many others in the field of Political Ecology. Drawing onLttvelon Water Research
Group (WRGcritical research on transboundary water webs and interactions, | am
SELX 2NAy3 K2 KS3IASY2YyA O G(SN¥a &dzOK & a6l GSNI ¢
RAFFSNI FNRY LIS2LX SQ&a | OldzZt SyoaumansR SELISNASYyO
structure may disenfranchise a minority group and hinder its ability to achieve basic
water needs).Second, my study is well situated within natig@ciety geographypart
2F F FABEZRNIAS2INI LIKeé¢ o6Ff2y3a gAlKanldzyry 3IS23INI L
GlScience/cartography) in 2001 (Zimmerer, 2010). Zimmerer (2010) even lists political
ecology as one of the major natuseciety themes in the Annals of the Association of
American Geographers. My study of water policy and management institutionsand
they affect the resources and the human communities that depend on those resources
to meet their basic needs is firmly natuseciety geographylhird, geography is useful
in its conceptualizations of scale, and my studyexiland uporcurrent literature on
water interactions at the national and basin levels to includesational interactions.
By using various qualitative and quantitative lenses applied to various scales of analysis,
| can gain additional insight into the web of interactions betwegelitics and ecology.
Political Ecology History

PoliticalEcology is an interdisciplinary field with roots in geography and
anthropology. Thisectionwill provide a brief overview of the history and major schools
of thought in the field. | will demonsite that political ecology goes beyond traditional
humanenvironment (sociahature) relationships by including humanity as a part of, not
I RdzZl f A4Y SAGKE yIGdz2NBEd® CAdINIKSNY2NBs LRt AGAOI f
engagement with marginalized groups kes explicit what other fields political leanings
are implicit (and perhaps more dangerous). Finally, I will discuss political ecology in the
field of water resources. Particularly, | will explore how the hyliegemony paradigm

reflects political ecologthemes and ideals. Through this discussion, | will demonstrate
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the necessity of further political ecological research related to transboundary water
interactions.

Russian aristocrat and geographer Peter Alexeivich Kropotkin was arguably the first
politicalecologist (Robbins, 2@ His research in the Russian Far East led him to an
understanding that species survival is continued through cooperation, organization
0SG6SSy LIS2L) ST YR Ydzidzrf AR® |I'S NBy2dzyOSR
anarchst political position, and tried to dismantle the hierarchic systems in both society
and science (Robbins 2005). His focus on production, archival and field based research,
the disenfranchised, and traditional ecological knowledge set the stage for what
eventually became Political Ecology.

In the early 20 century, some geographers and anthropologists moved away from
positivist and pospositivist orientations and began to adopt a critical approach to
research. Researchers like Humboldt, Reclus, WalladeSammerville brought up
themes of degradation, sustainability, and human transformation of the earth. Hazards
research followed, and the critical examination of hazards through an early pelitical
ecological perspective led to the emergence of environmakjustice (Robbins 2005).

At a time when quantitative, positivist/pogiositivist approaches were being
pushed in the social sciences, including geography, Carl Sauer insisted that human
environment research required a normative, landscape perspedainsiading fieldwork,
which is now a critical part of Political Ecology. Finally, Julian Steward posed the idea
that human interaction with nature influences how nature impacts social and cultural
order. His students Mintz and Wolf went on to crystallizeatMbecamePolitical Ecology
(Robbins 2005).

In the midtwentieth century, common property theory, green materialism, peasant
studies, feminism, critical environmental history, studies of power and the production of
knowledge, and a transition to large gkl interactions between people and the
environment (climate change, deforestation, conservation efforts, etc.) provided all of
the tools needed for a true Political Ecology to solidify. Zimmerer (2010) conducted a
retrospective on naturesociety geographtrajectories in the Annals of the Association
of American Geographers, and found that Political Ecology became a mainstream

category of sociahature geography in the 1990s and 2000s. Natsweiety geography
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geography, and GlScience/cartography) in 2001 (Zimmerer, 2010). In this new field,
t ASNAR . fFA1ASQa ¢2N)] Aa 2FGSy OAGSR o0S®3ad ! RIY
Watts, 2003; Walker, 2006) as foundational in thédfienoving the discussion from
Marxist to neeMarxist, focusing on constructivist approach that engaged policy.
¢2RIF&Qa t2f AGAOFEt 902f23Aa0azs RSALMAGS a2YS ONX
approach to create new narratives that engage withmsdiand policy (Walker, 2006;
Walker, 2007).

Four primary thesis in Political Ecology are degradation and marginalization,
environmental conflict, conservation and control, and environmental identity and social
movement (Robbin2004). Each of these fosuwon humarnature interactions (with
humanity as part of nature), nelinear power dynamics, and the importance of scale in
analysis. Rather than blaming land degradation on local people, it takes into account the
broader regional and global political ardonomic context that shape these outcomes.
Additionally, environmental conflicts are part of broader politics and power dynamics.
Likewise, conservation efforts in the name of sustainability or preserving nature are a
form of transnational enclosure thalisembed and disempower local communities
(Robbins2004) ® CAyYyl ffez t2fAGAOFE 902f238Qa F20dza 2y
disenfranchised communities wield power in a web of interactions, demonstrating
complementarity in power dynamics (Robbi@804; Kull, 2002).

Political Ecologgtrivesii 2 LJdzi (G KS aLRfAGAOCaAE YR alLRfAOeE
Traditional humarenvironment studies focus on understanding phenomenon from a
positivist or postpositivist perspective for the purpose of betteramagement or control
of nature (Castree, 2001). Even Resilience Theory, which is notable for its discussion of
both scale and socigcological systems, focuses more on physical phenomena and how
they are influenced by human management systems than it doede interactions of
society and nature within a web of mutuality. A major problem is that these studies of
humanenvironment interactions and sociatological systems ignore that despite a
stated political neutrality, their research questions, metHodmulations, and
conclusions are all based on constructions of society and nature withitbtiégemonic

concepts and political assertions.
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Political ecology reverses this trend by placing the politics on the-tabteally
examining assumptions ammbnstructs (Castree, 2000). Rather than asserting that there
Aa F NBIftAGe GKFG Ol y odnstuytigishapproach2 f A GAOFf 902¢
recognizes that there are a plurality of realities, asserting instead that we should break
down hegemonic andppressive discourses and replacing them with new constructions
(Forsyth, 2008). Critiques of Political Ecology further this idea that researchers in the
field are compelled to be political activists and to interact with policymakers, and thus, it
is crical that the field move away from critical (alone) research and towards
constructivist research that generates-created narratives written for noacademics
in a language that they can understand (Walker, 2006; Walker, 2007).

This problem of critique whout constructive action is the same problem faced by
the pseudaePolitical Ecologists in the transboundary water community. i section
explores confluences and departures between hydegemony research and Political
Ecology, and it suggests waysithintend for my research to overcome problems in
both fields.

Political Ecology in Transboundary Water

Thissectionbriefly explores the confluence between the hyetegemony research
coming fromthe London Water Research Group (LWRG) with the fighdldfcal
ecology. Particularly, | discuss two similarities: 1) both deal with power dynamics and
RAaO2dz2NESE FYR HUO 020K GIF1S I a6S0¢ LISNELISOGAD
affirming complementarity in multidirectional interactions withiratrsboundary water
interactions. However, there are also two notable differences | discuss: 1)-hydro
hegemony theory does not adequately account for scale that includes thaatidnal
level, and 2) hydrdnegemony remains a critical rather than construistiapproach.

Finally, I conclude with a brief discussion of how my research will help to close these
gaps.

Upon first examination from a Political Ecological perspective, the Hyelgemony
research of the LWRG uses much of the same language as Petitézdy: They reject

dualisms, particularlyargeting the work of Wolf, Yaf and Giordano on the Basins at

4 And is subject to the same criticism about using complex terminology unintelligibleto th
populations that need the information (Farnum, 2014; Walker, 2007).



Page]| 30

Risk project for its conceptualization of conflict and cooperasisrsingular events on an
either-or continuumrather than a blended scale of weatinteractionso t A { S a A NHzY I OKA Q&
TWINS matrixNotably, hey assert that the use of cooperation as the opposite of
O2y Tt A0U 3IABSE Al | y2N¥VIGADS Ol tdzS 2F a3I22RE
arrangements may be very negative or oppressive to uargiates (Hanasz, 2013;
Warner & Zeitoun, 2008; Zeitoun, Mirumachi, & Warner, 2011). The LWRG proposes
that power is exercised by hegemonic states in transboundary water interactions in
order to pressure nolominant states into cooperative arrangemenkst
disproportionally advantage the hegemon (Zeitoun & Allen, 2008). These arrangements
f221 fA1S a022LINIiA2yEé Ay GKS RdzZrf A&dGA0O LISNAL
war, sanctions, or threats; however, it actually represents structural violande
oppression (e.g. Galtung, 1969). Nmagemon states cope with the arrangement,
a2YSGAYSa G(KNRdAzZAK AYLRNIAY3I F22R O0aDANIdzZ £ o1 0
fAYAGSR 4 §SNJ NB&2dzNDOS A& o Igad@ingiihe dig of powerf £ Sy oOowHnny
in transboundary water management and allocation would be as irrational as ignoring
GKS NRES 2F INIGAGE 2NJ I NAGSNI 0SRQaA FTNARAOGAZ2Y
transport£

Additionally, discourse and constructed knowledge are major themes in the LWRG
NBE&SIHNOK® %SA{d2dzy 3 21 NYSNI 6HnncoO FaasSNI GKIF G
RSUSNNAYLYG 2F ¢gK2 3IS d-@nvolirfg thé clagsical defvitioh &Sy | Yy R K2
politics. They discuss ideational powtre power to shape perceptions and preferences
in a way that makes the oppressed group internalize their situation and erase any
potential grievances towards the hydtegemon (Zeitoun & Allen, 2008; Warner,
Zeitoun, & Mirumachi, 2013). This is done through the skillful use of discourse and
hegemonicE N¥a f A{1S aol GSNJ g NERéESX L2waxX FyR 022LISNY
lives of their own as cultural touchstones (Trottier, 2014; Farnum, 2014). An example of
this is declared cooperation between Israel and Palestine that was essentially the same
oppressve relationship wrapped in a fanéyoking package with niesounding
catchphrases (Selby, 2003; Selby, 2013). The most recent work ontgginmony
discusses mechanisms of resistance/coutgdrohegemonydoercive leverage, and

liberating) and mechasms to produce compliance with the hydne@gemon ¢oercive
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utilitarian, normative, anddeologica), which furthers the notion that power is
exercised through control of discourse (Zeitoun et al., 2014).

This last study also illustrates how the negotiatdf power relationships
(complementarity) are multidirectional; the oppressed are not simply at the bottom end
of a linear hierarchy. Political Ecology rejects this kind ofdogn, causeeffect style
dualism to see society and nature as part of a weimteractions (e.g. Castree, 2000).
Interestingly, web imagery is also employed in hyldegemony research to
demonstrate the interconnections between water, climate, human, energy, food, and
national security issues (Zeitoun, 2011). Rather than simpkirig at effects of a policy
on X (a state, a population, another dimension of security), both ip@gemony and
Political Ecology look for interactions. For instance, Kull (2002) demonstrates that in the
face of a criminalized policy against burninggenmon method to maintain pastures
and forests or to prepare fields for crops), locals in Madagascar found a plethora of ways
to negotiate their situationA y Of dzZRAY FG 6T RYE§ (16 I3 P G {Ay3I | RAI Yy
ABYLI GKSGAO LREAGAQE I 3B IKITYRAA 04 2 GA KK | NS QRLUINEQ
continue burning in spite of the policy. Women fieldworkers working for an NGO tasked
with engaging women in a participatory research project (which they knew would be
ignored by their male colleagues) subverteéittroles by doing a poor job or by telling
0KS LI NOAOALI yGa GKFG GKSANI AY Ldejeinong,2 dzf R 0 S dza
beyond resorting to virtual water, states use a variety of tactics to contest the
hegemonic arrangement, from unilateralrestruction of waterinfrastructure(e.g.

RFEYa0 (2 dzaAy3 GKS NHzE Sa G2 G-#@8wgNd I ROFYy Gl 3IS oY
producing new constructions of how the basin should operate (which undermines the
legitimacy of the existing structure) (Zeitounadt, 2014).

Despite these similarities, there are two important differences between hydro

KS3aSyz2ye IyR t2ftA0A0Ft 902t2328d . 20K I NB
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of the LWRG. First, there is the problem of scale. While higdgemony dealwiith the

national, basiawvide, and international scales, it does not grapple with-sakional

groups or communities and how they interact with international water institutions.

CkNYydzY ownmnoO aleazr a.dzi AT (GKS CNEBWSG2N] I+ YR

consider alternatives, greater attention must be paid to retate actors (groups,
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populations, organisations, and individuals) atgufl I 6 S F yR GNI yayl G§A2yl f
insights from Political Ecology could help the transboundary water fieldagtttheir

tendency to ignore what happens below the level of the nation state. Second, -hydro

hegemony research remains a critical approach that deconstructs and critiques the

existing structure without offering constructive alternativeBarnum (2014)lsé B &

academics do not purposefully engage with the voices of the marginalised, or if

advocacy fails to do so, theory is yet another avenue through which the mostrable

FNB YIRS Y2NB @dzZ ySNIof Seé { KS OKlIniinf Syasa GKS

creating and maintaining hegemonic concepts, to leave the Ivory Tower to interact with
the populations they intend to help, to writeccessibly, and to generate new
constructions rather than stopping at the critique of the existing.

I conclude with jgstk o NA ST adl G4SYSyd 2F K2g L | RRNBaa
through my research. Firgiyy study includesultiple scales including the sutational.
| focuson the Mekong Basin, encompassing the local to bagite scaleas well as the
regional andnternational context in which it exists. Second, | intend forltitegrated
Basins at RiSkBAR tool to be a path towards a new construction (rather than simply a
critique) that allows policymakers and practitioners to create new narratives that
correctinequalities and injustices within the basin. Finally, | hope to transcend the
difficulty both Political Ecology and hydnegemony face with language; | intend to
produce accessible products and outputs of my research that are created and given back

to the populationin my case study basin

5SeeGuba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N. K.
Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eddlandbook of qualitative resear¢pp. 105117). Thousand &ks, CA:
Sagefor conceptualizations of paradigms in qualitative research

f
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Significance
In the Basins at Risk study, Welfal.(2003 determined that nearly twethirds of

interactions over water are cooperative. In addition, the vast majority of conflict events
are mere verbal expressisrof disapprovalnot wars, not military spats, not even
boycotts of meetings or unilateral construction of waggpjects. Yet, by 2011
measurements, 2.5 billion peopl85% of the global populatiemstill lack access to
adequate sanitation facilities, éuding 1 billion people who have no access to
sanitation at all (WH@ UNICER013). Two and a half times the population of the
United States, 768 million people, still did not have access to an improved source of
drinking water (WHO, 2013piarrheal disases linked to contaminated drinking water
kill more than 1.5 million children under the age of five each yaad in 2012, an
estimated 627,000 people 90% fromAfrica died from MalariaBlack et al., 2010

WHO 2013 If water cooperation is the golstandard, and on the whole, water
cooperation is happening, why do so margople lack access to basic watetated
health and securityPrefer to thisrift betweenapparentcooperation andemaining
human rights discrepanciesii KS WO2 2 LJISNY GA 2y 3l LI®Q

. >~ = S

Figure 4Photo.Villagers living outside Banlung, Cambodia bathe, wash clothes, and fill
jugs of water from bambotapped springs. Photo Source: Wat4@014).
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Notably, the BAR scale does not capture hunraor énvironmental) suffering
related to water leyond direct violence (e.g. military action); nor does it indicate
whether positive outcomes (human rights, Millennium Development Goals) are
achieved in line with cooperatiorfFurthermore the BAR scale does not capture
hydrohegemonic actions discussegWarner &Zeitoun (2008) that lead to
environmental injustices (some subpopulations suffering disproportionate costs or
harm). In fact, what looks like cooperation on the outside may actually be a
hydrohegemon repackaging domination and exploitation bytemling the discourse
and vocabulary (Selby, 2003). In suhe BAR study has made great advances towards
our understanding of water and negative peace, but it does not (nor does it claim to)
address positive peace.

Yet, to achieve true peace, we musldaess all forms of violence, pursuing both
positive and negative peacésottlieb (1999; pp. 228) cites not just feminists and
environmentalists, but Martin Luther King Jr. &Bdndhias all calling for us to challenge

injustice as a fundamental, spirdl requirement. Gottlieb poses:

Gla YAY3I Lz AGSE 68 INB 062dzyR dzld Ay Yy WAyS

thus our personal spiritual development leads us necessarily toward concern for
others. If none of us can be truly free while others are areslaso none of us
can be truly enlightened or at peace if the fate of others is absent from our

gl NBySaax !'ff (KS&aS LISNELISOGAQ®SA | ROAAS

Whgt we are after, we cannot achievg ityby ignoring the ,inj,ustice to which we, or
2ZU0KSNARZ INB adzome2SOue o6D2U0UftASOZEZ MPhdT
At the same time, the research tiydrohegemony is largely critical rather than
prescriptive. Critical research does a good job at challenging the privileges and
patriarchal systems of the status quo, but geally prescribeshe canonicatomplete
systematic upheavathe kind of suggestion that makes policymakers wince or roll their
eyes rather than providing practical solutions that bring together multiple perspectives
for the greater common good-hus, theMarxist and feminist scholars and
social/environmental justicerusadersare likely the ones whose names will be left off
the guest list allowingthe negative peace/securitized water discouteeontinueto
dominate
This push and pull between the statquo and revolution, between incremental

change and transformation, reveals a deep rift between political realism and-social

H Y
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environmental idealism. This rifinother aspectofi KS WO2 2 LISNI GA 2y 3+ LIQX

between those who see the world more dualistlgan favor of practical actioand

those who daw attention to injustice but becomparalyzed by the complexity involved

in addressing those injustices a global level As is evident by the remaining water

linked poverty, suffering, and injustice amaithe world, it is ineffective for water

professionals and academics to exist in separate sphengsagfatists who buy into

the dominant paradigm (be it patriarchy or hydrohegemony) in favor of some
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and the notion that Westerners have separated spirituality from decision making to a

fault, while most Eastern traditions take a more integrated, holigtev of natural

NE &2 dzZNDOS RSOA&A2Yyad | -iBtegtatin spitdafityias &t 2 aAy 3 G KA A

dimension in water conflict transformation/negotiation processes (Wolf, 2008; pp. 55

62).Sone (2009; pp. 6&9) proposesdt 2 S Y dza (i f 2 2 PhiplbdiweéhK S NBt | GA 2y

sustainability and idealistic ethical principles. They must bond. The necessities of

nourishing our minds and bodies and living ethically must come together in a way that

ONBIGSa KIN¥y2ye |yR y2i@9)RAA02NReE o6{G2ySs wnndT
Thus, iboth positive and negative peace are integral, #finde as water scholars

and practitioners wish to achieve both, we must work to assess and understand both.
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that unite postive and negative peace synergistically. | intend to help close the

cooperation gap by both identifying ethical dilemmas embedded in structural violence

FYR FAYRAY3I LINI OGAOFEZT AyadAddziazylt az2fdzirazzya

(as Galtug would call it) to people living in river basins around the world.

Questions & Hypotheses

My review of the current state of literature surrounding water resources conflict
and cooperation related to theories of peace avironmental justice led me to
develop the following set of questions and hypotheselgted to current gaps and

incongruencedn both the literature and practice
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What institutional factors are associated witpositive or negativehumanneeds
impactsrelated to water?

I want to learn tle mechanisms by which more attuned water resources policy and
management can be employed teducehuman suffering and injustices aadvance
human rightsEssentially, | hope to discern leverage points to achieve watated
human rights (positive peaggoals.To this end, | propose that a more comprehensive
definition of cooperation is needednovingdbeyond cooperatiod (12 F2 O0dza 2Vy
peace whichspans both negative and positive peaés.an exercise in Political Ecology
(see Forsyth, 2008a shit to a narrative of water peace represents a politicized
construction that deconstructs the dominant conflict/cooperation narrative and draws
attention to structural injustices (and opportunities to address those injustices) in
transboundary water interamons.

1. Do negative peace (absence of violence) and positive peace (absence of structural
violence) coexist or conflict?

As discussed above, Galtung (1969) poses that positive peace and negative peace do
not have to be in competition with one anothehey can coexist. | will test this
hypothesis.

2. What is the role of institutions (such as laws and agreements) in promoting EJ
related to water?

By exploring the role of institutions, | delve into the mechanisms by which
environmental costs and bengfiare distributed among basin stakeholders, illuminating
the sociopolitical nature of environmental conflictiiterestingly, the literature is
mixecP on the role of institutions in transboundary water conflict and cooperation.

Wolf, Yoffe and Giordan@2003) found that institutional capacity was a key predictor of
cooperation as defined by the BAR study (read: negative peace). However, Warner and
Zeitoun (2008) Zeitoun and Allan (2008), Selby (2003), and others pose that institutions
can make things arse from a positive peace perspective by codifying and validating

structural injustices that lead to worse human rights outcomes for basin subpopulations.

6 This paradox in the literature surrounding the role of institutions represents the third rift that
my research will address (the first two being the rift between cooperation ananid the rift
between practicality and social idealism).
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structural vioknce, suggesting that institutions can play a role in attaining positive
LISFOS a ¢Sttt Fta yS3araAaAgsS LISKFOSo | RRAGAZ2Y Tt @
structural interventions include legal and social regulations that take as their starting
pointimp2 Ay 3 GKS ljdzr f AGe 2F tAFST KSFHEGK FyR OAA
dzLIK 2 f R KdzYly NRAIKGEDE ¢ KA &affindirigdiniittiors Y& Ke L2 G KS
are central to achieving positive peace. Thus, | hypothesize that institutions ate key
closing the cooperation gap between positive and negative peace outcomes; if used
holistically ancpurposefully they can serve both goals.
3. Is there a relationship between stakeholder participation/collaboration and EJ
outcomes?
Galtung (1969; 18g)osited that participation and collaboration are paths towards
achieving positive and negative peace. While many academics and practitioners alike
value collaboration and meaningful participation, | have struggled to identify in the
literature morethana® OR2 G £ SG@ARSY OS &dzLILR NI Ay 3 O2ff I 02 NJ
alternative to topdown decisioamaking2 Kl & R2Sa ao0SGGSNE S@Sy YSI yK
Sadoff et al. (2008; 74) assert that participation is critical not only to policy
negotiation, but to the resulting managemenmistitutions:

G!'a Ay ySA20GA1L0A2yas GKS yIFGdz2NBE 2F GKS Ayal
great influence on the nature of decisions and, just as important, on the topics

addressed. Thus, as in negotiations, it is important that a broad range of

interests, including government institutions and civil society organizations, have

input not only on the solutions to problems but also on the very problems under

consideration. Broad participation may be especially important in many

developing country contds where, at the local level, decisions on water and

land resources are made through informal laws which may be overlooked in

2FFAOALET OKIyyStaoe

I hypothesize that higher levels of meaningful participaiidefined as both
representative and empowering) both water decisions and water institutiomsll be
related to better justice outcomesnd lower levels of meaningful participation will be
associated with poorer justice outcomes frb-national communitiesForthe

purposes of this study, | am natdking at relationshiputcomesamong participants
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nor procedual outcomesrather, | am focusing directly on substantemvironmental

justiceoutcomes related tdevel ofparticipation.

Figure 5Photo.A villager living outside Banlung, Cambodla &ljug with water from
bambootapped sprindiltered with a spongePhoto Source: Watsd2014).

Objectives
The goals of this study are as follows:

1. Better understand how water relates to social/environmental justice

2. Develop a transferrable approach fassessing justice/injustice in
transboundary basins

3. Glean insight on the role of institutions in securing justice and human needs

4. Glean insight on the role giarticipationin securing justice and human
needs

5. Draw conclusions/recommendations to better a&ye human needs
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The first (#1) and last (#5) goals are the heart of the dissertation project: | wanted to
better understand how water is connected to environmental justice (EJ) outcomes, and |
wanted to develop practical tools and recommendations thathlgelp water
professionals and activists make the world a better place. These objectives relate to my
central questions:

A. What institutional factors are associated with positive or negative human
needs impacts related to water?

B. Do negative peace (absencgviolence) and positive peace (absence of
structural violence) coexist or conflict?

Additionally, these questions were addressed via objective #2. | developed the iBAR
and tested it as a tool for assessing justice outcomes related to water. If it ptose=
an insightful and usefriendly framework, it may be applied in other basins to expose
and understand patterns of injustice. Thus, the iBAR not only helped me to understand
environmental injustice to answer my questions; it also may be a tool tlezibinmend
others use to assess and respond to injustice (objective #5, question

In order to answer question A and achieve objective #5, | needed to not only learn
about injustice related to water, but also about the role of potential tools in addngss
that injustice. Particularly, | was interested in how institutions (#3) and stakeholder
participation (#4) affect environmental justice outcomes. These objectives link with the
following research questions:

C. What is the role of institutions (such asns and agreements) in promoting
EJ related to water?
D. Is there a relationship between stakeholder participation/collaboration and
EJ outcomes?
The following table (Tabl®) explains briefly how each objective was addressed by the

study. Each method witle discussed in more detail in the following chapter.
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Table2. Objectives and related procedure.

#1

#2

#3

#4

#5

Better understand how
water relates to
social/environmental justice

Develop a transferrable
approach for assessing
justice/injustice in
transboundary basins

Glean insight on the role of
institutions in securing
justice and human needs

Glean insight on the role of
participaton in securing
justice and human needs

Draw conclusions/
recommendations to better
achieve human needs

The iBARvas appliedo code archival/event data
in the MekongBasin from 194-2014. This
createad a history of waterelated
justice/injustice in the basirAnalysis of temporal
trends and relationships shed light on water
linked justice and positive/negative peace
outcomes.Interviews of IGO/NGO leaders,
conferenceand panel notegnriched and adaed
depth to thetimeline data

Via triangulation of Mekong Basin iBAR data
(archival, interviewsconference/panel notés|
will examine whether the picture painted by the
iBAR tool is consistent or variable.

| codediBARevent data for institutional affiliation
and compared institutiodinked outcomego
non-institution-linked justice outcomes.
Additionally, content analysis of interview,
conference, and panel notes illuminated theme:
and processes by which institutions affect justic
within the Mekong Basin.

| collected claims about participation from the
archival (news articles) data with the intention ¢
coding it and making comparisons, but found th
there were not enough instances of participator
processes capturethere to conduct semi
guantitative analysis. However, my
interview/conferencedataproved a rich source
of information about participatory processesr
lack thereof and the barriers to participation in
the basin. | used content analysis to generate
themes on the role of participation.

Based on my analysis and findingdrdw
conclusions about environmental justice and
water, facilitators and barriers to meeting water
related human needghe potential utility of the
iBAR tool, and the possible role of institutions a
participatory designs in attaining justice
outcomes.
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Chapter3: Case Study

To carry out my research objectivégpted for a case study approach. Case studies
are idealfor exploring a topic in depthecausehey allow for a rich, qualitative
description of the phenomena, particularly when those phenomena are difficult to
guantify. Case studies also help the audience of a research project to connect more
deeply with the bpic, as examples and anecdotes facilitate visualization and
understanding of what is being studied. Howehrs approach isery limited when it
comesto generalizability; one cannot assume that because something happened one
way in the case study, thaame phenomena will occur elsewhetékewise, ase
studies are poor for establishing caustect relationships. Finally, case studies rely on
GKS NBaSINOKSNDRa AYyGiSNIINBilIGA2yaY gKAOK Yl e y2
the people living and wiing in the case study site. That being saidase study
method was the most fitting approach for exploring environmental justice impacts and
testing out the Integrated Basins at Risk (iBAR) approach for the first time to see what
insight it could prowde about transboundary water interactions.

| chose the Mekong Basin @y case study. At 4,909 km, the Mekong River (Figure
7) is the tenth largest river in the world and the heart of Southeast Asia. The 795,000
km? basin is shared by six countries. Thpeevinces in southern China fall into the
Upper Mekong Basin (called Lancang), while the Myanmar, Lao PDR, Thailand,
Cambodia, and Vietnam comprise the Lower Mekong.Gieater Mekong Subregids
home to more than 240 million people, including 100 digferethnic groups, as well as
tremendous natural resources and biodiversity (Santasombat, 202); The size,
population, and ethnic diversity in the basin make it an ideal candidate for studying
environmental justice and human rights, as water policgt aranagement decisions
have the capacity to distribute costs and benefits in ways that affect large numbers of

people and which may have disparate consequences for different groups.
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Figure6. Photo.In the Mekong Delta, near Can Tho, Vietnam, locals@mists alike
peruse a floating market. Photo Source: Wat$20114).

A Brief History
In the midtwentieth century, two sets of studie®ne by the United Nations

Economic Commission for Asia and the Fast(EAFE) and one by the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamabn- encouraged the Lower Mekong countries of Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and
Vietnam to unite in joint management of the Mekong water resources for hydropower
and irrigation development potential. In 1957, the four countries formed the Committee
for Coordiration of Investigations of the Lower Mekong (commonly known as the
MekongCommittee). Despite early successes, the Committee fizzled in the 1970s due to
skepticism surrounding plans for massiainstreamdams, political tensions
surrounding the Khmer Roagn Cambodia, and disagreements about whether
downstream countries should have the ability to veto projects with transboundary
impacts (Wolf & Newton2009).

In the early 1990s, the region attained a level of political stability that allowed both

the basn countries and the international community to refocus on the development
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potential of the Mekong. In 1995, a new Mekong agreement (Cooperation for the
Sustainable Development of the Mekong River Bathiat establisked the Mekong River
Commission was adegd by the four downstream countries (Wolf & Newton, 2009).

The upstream countries, China akyanmay, did not join the agreement, but
maintain observer status in the Commission. China proceeded unilaterally with a series
of large dams in its portion ohe basin, where the Mekong is called the Lancang. This
development drew concern from downstream neighbors wivithout China signing
onto the Mekong agreementhave no avenue to compel China to halt construction or
address downstream impacts (which Chingists are nonexistent).

Beyond Chinese needs for energy, Thailand is driving the demand for additional
energy sources, inciting hydropower development in neighboring countries.
Hydropower development occurs in Thailand as well, but with a strongesaoidty
and a bad track record with the Pak Moon Dam (considered to be a disaster), there is a
Not In My Back Yard (NIMBY) attitude that pushes large scale hydropower outside of
Thai borders, particularly into Laos. At the same time, critics point toveftforecasted
Thai energy demand and suggest that Egat (the Electricity Generating Authority of
Thailand) estimations are a bad basis for large projects with potentially grave

consequences downstream (J. Watson, personal interviews, 2014).

The Water -Food-Energy -Environment Nexus & Mekong Politics
In the Mekong, the watefood-energyenvironment nexus is prominent and acutely

NEfSOFryid G2 olaiAy LRLHzZIFIGA2yaQ fABStAK22Ra
the system is closely tied to the food seityiof over 60 million basin residents, and

ecological services like sediment transport are key to food production in the Delta. Yet,
Mekong countries are proceeding with vast growth in hydropower development, with

11 potential mainstream dams and dozerfdributary dams planned for completion by

2030 (Orr, Pittock, Chapagain, & Dumaresq, 2012). Particularly, Laos has ambitions to
0502YS GKS da.FddSNE 2F {2dziKSIFad !'aArré oe
2010, Laos moved forward with the first maies dam on the Lower MekoRg

Xayaburi. Since then, Laos has also begun construction on a second mainstem dam at

Iy R
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Don Sahong, though it argued that the many channels in the 4,000 Islands region
technically excepted this dam from mainstem status.

Hydropower @velopment decisions are a key leverage point that will determine an
array of tradeoffs within the nexus. Losses in fisheries from mainstem dams will require
significant laneuse change and increased water use to replace lost protein sources, and
dozens oplanned tributary dams will greatly exacerbate these changes. Likely, the
protein losses could not be adequately replacedasin, and countries like Cambodia
and Vietnam would need to turn to virtual watdbod imports to meet the nutritional
needs ofthe population (Orr et al., 2012).

Beyond the high costs of Xayaburi on the environment and food security, there are
potentially few gains. Xayaburi is being constructed near a geological fault line where
there was a 4.9/magnitude earthquake in early 20&hd a 6.imagnitude earthquake in
2007 (The Nation, 2011). Furthermore, sedimentation bupdoehind the dam is
SELISOGSR (2 RAYAYAAK - lF&lodNAQa OF LI OAGEe (2 LN
(Fuller, 2011). The fact that Mekong developers arenmgsahead with hydropower
development without full consideration of systelevel, longterm impacts shows a gap
in institutional capacity to address nexlevel conflicts.

This failure of nexukevel planning highlights a problem in the Mekong where the
right hand does not know what the left hand is doing. Cambodian and Viethamese
governmentpaid scientists do research showing severe impacts of hydropower on
ecosystems and food security, and their government representatives oppose Xayaburi
yet continue tosponsor hydropower development in tributaries that could have even
greater negative impacts on food security (J. Watson personal interviews, April 2014).
For instance, the construction of the Lower Se San 2 dam could lead to a 9.3% basin
wide drop in fisthiomass (Ziv, Baran, Nam, Rodricltesbe, & Levin, 2012).

Furthermore, there are discrepancies between sectors. The Thai government may
support the protestors decrying the negative impacts of Xayaburi, but Thai banks and
developers are behind the projeand Thailand that will receive the majority of the
energy benefits from the dam. In 2014, a network of Thai citizen groups filed a lawsuit
challenging the legality of the Xayaburi power purchase agreement, claiming that Egat

(the Electricity Generatinguthority of Thailand) did not significantly account for
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impacts of the Lao dam on Thai communities (The Nation, 2014), and these groups have
also publically called on Thai banks (Siam Commercial, Krung Thai, Kasikorn, Bangkok
Bank) to withdraw their finanng of the project (Ganjanakhundee, 2012). This illustrates

a nuanced water conflict that involves divergence between branches of government,
sectors, and civic groups both within and beyond boundaries, rather than uniform
conflict between riparian countes.

Finally, though the MRC requires prior consultation before dam construction, the
MRC itself has no authority to police the governments or issue penalties when
governments fail to comply (Herbertson, 2013). Yet, the Lao government argues that the
XayabNRA 5FY Fdzf te& O2YLX ASa ¢A0GK (KS aS{2y3 ! ANBS
created a storm of criticism against the MRC, particularly from environmental NGOs and
civil society groups who call the Secretariat ineffective and illegitimate if it cannot
enforcethe agreement or stop construction of the dam.

There may not be physical violence or hostility in the wake of the dam construction;
yet, social and environmental injustices (structural violence) may have grave
consequences at the inteand intrastate lewels. Thus, the Mekong is a case where
institutional capacity is present, but perhaps not strong enough to resolve nexus, inter
scale conflicts over hydropower with social and environmental justice implications,
suggesting that a traditional agreement ov&i Basin Organization is not a silver bullet

solution to environmental justice issues related to modern water conflicts.

Environmental Justice in the Mekong
There is evidence that disparities exist in the Mekong Basin. Around 24.53 million

people (72% othe population) in the Mekong Basin do not have access to either safe

drinking water and/or UMNlefined adequate sanitation (UN Habitat, 2009). Large scale

development of the Mekong for hydropower has left poor and marginal communities

those who depend madscritically on the Mekong for their subsistence and livelihcods

out of decisions and struggling to cope with massive ecological and economic changes,

leading to increasing poverty and income inequality (Santasombat, 2011; 2).

Santasombat (2011-60) d&d ONA 6 Sa aUNF yayl GA2y Il f Sy Of 2 adzNEB¢

globalization leading to more centralized planning and decimaking. This shift from
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traditional, local management to centralized planningdi¥ 6 SRa (KS aS{12y3Qa

resources from the people who haveartmaged and relied on the resources for

generations and instead frames them as exploitable resources to fit national or

international development goals. Referring to the boom of hydropower dam projects in

the Mekong over the past decade, Santasombat (2@8) asserts:
GXGKS aSi12y3a KF-a AyONBlFrairAy3dte o6-S5Sy RA&aSYOSF
reliance and transformed into an exploitable economic resource for national
and transnational production and development. Various countries have given a
preeminentrolel 2 K@ RNRB LR 6SNJ I YR ANNAIFGAZ2Y LINR2SOI
established public participation processes in the riparian countries also means
that there is no level at which the public can effectively influence the planning,
construction, or operation of most p&S O & ® ¢

While enclosure is done in the name of progress and development, the costs and

benefits of the projects are distributed in a way that leaves many riverine peoples and

the ecosystems that they rely on worse off. Essentially, this economic growth and

developmentoriented paradigm has created a hydrohegemonic discourse in which the

interests of those in power are pursued while the rural populations are objectified,

controlled, and treated as cogs (laborers or pawns to be moved out of the way) in the

grand scheme (Santasombat, 2011:35). In sum, the interplay between decisions,

institutions, and environmental justice outcomes are complicated in the Mekong,

making it an ideal case study ripe for investigation.



Page| 47

3 D Mekong Basin

PEOPLE'S REPU L@ et e

“OF CHINA/™

KUNoMlNG e ok
TRl
YUNNAN .
(derived from HydroSHEDS),
PROVINCE GMS EOC, UN FAO GAUL.
NASA SRTM.

(":°
3

LU, 7 ViET NaM ‘I.\“
SR, o

MYA. Ly

Figure7. Map of the Mekondasin. Sowe: Greater Mekong Subregion Atlas of the
Environment 2" Edition(2012).

In sum, the Mekong River is a large transboundary river that affects the lives of
millions of people. It is at the crux of balancing globalization and economic development
withcultdzNB | yR SY@ANRBYYSyGs yR GKS o6t aiy LI Lz F Q.
crossfire. Studying this basin sheds light on how various institutional factors influence

human rights outcomes, and in turn, how decisioakers can craft more just policies.
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Chapter 4: Methodological Underpinnings (Framework)
Positive Water Governance (positive peace): iBAR
My researchoridgesthe gap between the applied/practical research and the critical
research. It increas®our combined understanding of environmental figg in
transboundary water managemenand significantly, it wosdto identify strategies to
close the gap between practicality and social idealism on the grotmugh this
dissertation, integrate justice and human rights measurement criteria into a
complimentary BAR scale that can be used in transboundary basins on a variety of data
sources (allowing for triangulation), including: news media, transboundary water
agreementqnot included in this study, but suggested for future resegrahji
interviews/focus group workshops. This scale bridges the rift between the positive and
negative peace camps via an integrated methodology.
| developed anodified> & A y (B&sihdNdt RisKiRAR) scale that addresses the
full range of violence via a holisti@dads approachTheiBARscalefollow the general
structure of the BAR scale (negative and positive ratings), but rather than escalating or
de-escalating direct violence, this scédased on the idea of human needsawnfrom
al at 26Qa o mdpMeeds,|EaseBphida @éonc@piializations of chakras, the
needs proposed by Galtung (1990; p.29%)d the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights All of these needs shastriking similarities, but tak&altung for example:
G¢KS FT2dz2N) OSBbRaRAI RBEYORANDAYIE ySSRaA oyS3al i
mortality); weltbeing needs (negation: misery, morbidity); identity, meaning
needs (negation: alienation); and freedom needs (negation: repression). The
result is eight types of violence with some subtypesijlgadentified for direct
violence but more complex for structural violence (see Takjle [ A fifth
O2fdzvy 0O2dZ R 6S FIRRSR Id GKS 0S3aAyyiy3a F2NJ
satisfied, the result is ecological degradation, breakdown, imbalanae. Ec
balance corresponds to survival + wedling + freedom + identity for human

basic maintenance. If not satisfied, the result is human degradation. The sum
2F ff FTAOGST F2NIILff3X gAftf RSTAYS ULISIFOSU ¢
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Table3® DI f (i dzy 3 Molerké [BEXpibigatBrRA réfers to dying (starving,
disease) based on unequal exchange, while Exploitation B refers to misery (caused by
chronic malnutrition, waterborne disease, etcSource: Galtung (1990).

Survival Well-being Identity Freedom
Needs Needs Needs Needs
Direct Violence Killing Maiming Desocialization Repression
Siege, Sanctions Resocialization Detention
Misery Secondary Citizen  Expulsion
Structural Violence Exploitation A Exploitation B Penetration Marginalization
Segmentation Fragmentation

As you can see belofffigure 8 a | aHieBakhy of need®llows a similar
structure that ranges from basic survival and weding needs to identity and spiritual
needs. Maslow (1943, 1954) expanded his hierarchy to include cognitive and aesthetic
needs (1970a) and transcendence needs (1)7and this adapted hierarchy is the
primary source of the iBAR scal@mshow the congruence between highly diverse
sources, | created a tab{@abled4) comparingpsychology (Maslow), Maslow applied to
water (as interpreted by Wolf 2010), tlohakras (fom Hindu and otheEastern spiritual
traditions), peace studies (Galtung), anthropology (Kellert, 2005), and the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (1948).

A

Hierarchy of Transcendence
Needs helping others to self-actualise
(1990's X Y
eight-stage Self-actualisation
model based perscnal growth, self-fulfilment

X A ¥
Aesthetic needs
beauty, balance, form, etc
I 4 A %
Cognitive needs
knovdedge, meaning, self-awareness
F 4 h ¥
Esteem needs
achievement, status, responsibility, reputation
¥ 4 b %
Belongingness and Love needs
family, affection, relationships, work group, etc
¥ A kY
Safety needs
protection, security, order, law, limits, stability, etc
F i Y
Biological and Physiological needs
basic life needs - air, food, drink, shelter, warmth, sex, sleep, etc.

L A

Figure8® al af 26 Q& | A SodteRmpm@ar(220f b SSRa

on Maslow)
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Table4. Chart comparing Maslo@d | A S NJ NJD éhdkrag FRumdn$ighREa | 2
other theories of human needs

Wolf (2010)
Maslow - (Maslow Universal
(1943, 1954, | interpreted Declaration of
1970a, / applied to Galtung Human Rights
1970b) water) Chakras (1990) Kellert (2005) | (1948)
Moralistic:
Strong affinity,
spiritual
Crown: reverence,
Knowingness, ethical
Wisdom, concernfor
Inspiration, nature-
Charisma, Function:
Transcendenc Awareness, Order and
e needs: Higher Self, meaning in
helping Meditation, life, kinship
others to Self and
achieve self Sacrificing, affiliational
1| actualization. Visionary ties
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Wolf (2010)
Maslow - (Maslow Universal
(1943, 1954, | interpreted Declaration of
1970a, /applied to Galtung Human Rights

1970b) water) Chakras (1990) Kellert (2005) | (1948)
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Wolf (2010)
Maslow - (Maslow Universal
(1943, 1954, | interpreted Declaation of
1970a, /applied to Galtung Human Rights
1970b) water) Chakras (1990) Kellert (2005) | (1948)
Freedom
Needs:
Repression, Art. 23 (3):
detention, Everyone who
Solar Plexus: | expulsion works has the right
Personal (direct), to just and
Power, Will, marginalization favorable
Knowledge, (keeping the remuneration
Wit, Laughter, | underdogs on ensuring for himself
Esteem needs Mental the outside), and his family an
(internal): Clarity, fragmentation existence worthy of
selfesteem, Humor, (keeping the human dignity, and
achievement, Optimism, underdogs supplemented, if
mastery, SelfControl, away from each necessary, by other
independence Curiosity, other) means of social
5|, Awareness (structural) protection.
Dominianistic:
mastery,
physical
control,
dominance of
nature-
Function:
Esteem needs| Mechanical
(externaly: Esteemg skills, physical
status, fountains, prowess,
dominance, pools, green ability to
6| prestige, etc. | lawns subdue
Identity Needs:
Desocialization,
resocialization | Humanistic:
(direct), strong Art. 22: Everyone,
secondary affection, as a member of
Sacral: citizen emotional society, has the
Feelings, penetration attachment, right to social
Emotions, (implanting the | love for security and is
Social Needs | Belongingne| Intimacy, top dog inside | nature- entitled to
Belongingnesy ss and love | Procreation, | the underdog), | Function: NBFEATEGA
and Love; (best to Polarity, segmentation | Group economic, social
work group, leave his Sensuality, (giving the bounding, and cultural rights
family, one to the Confidence, underdog only | sharing, indispensable for
affection, LJ- NI A Q| Sociability, a partial view cooperation, his dignity and the
relationships, | imagination | Freedom, of what goes companionshi | free development
7| etc. S) Movement on) (structural) | p of his personality.
"MaslowLINR L2 a SR GKId SaasSSy O2dZ R 06S RAGARS
6fFr6St SR GAYGSNYylrtéeéo OFGS3aI2NASa o6l asSR 2y

status, etc.) or whin (independence, mastery, etc.).
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Wolf (2010)
Maslow - (Maslow Universal
(1943, 1954, | interpreted Declaration of
1970a, /applied to Galtung Human Rights
1970b) water) Chakras (1990) Kellert (2005) | (1948)
Art. 25 (1):
Everyone has the
right to a standard
of living adequate
for the health and
well-being of
himself and of his
family, including
food, clothing,
Well-being housing and
Needs: medical care and
maiming, siege, necessary social
Safety needs sanctions, Negativistic: services, and the
protection misery (direct), | fear, aversion, | right to security in
from Safety needs| suffering via alienation the event of
elements, ¢ fire chronic from nature- dzy SYLJ 28 Y
security, prevention, malnutrition, Function: other lack of
order, law, moats, waterborne security, livelihood in
limits, national disease, etc. protection, circumstances
8| stability, etc. | boundaries (structural) safety beyond his control.
Root:
Survivd,
Vitality,
Reality, Utilitarian:
Grounding, practical and
Biological and | Physiologica| Security, material
Physiological | | needsg Support, Survival Needs:| exploitation of
needs- air, e.g., Stability, Killing (direct), | nature-
food, drink, drinking Sexuality, dying from Fundion: Art. 3: Everyone hag
shelter, water, Individuality, | starvation or physical the right to life,
warmth, sex, | irrigated Courage, disease sustenance/se| liberty and security
9| sleep, etc. basic foods | Impulsiveness| (structural) curity of person

Notice on the fafleft column ofTable4, | numbered each dhe levels from one to

nine. This division serves as the basis for my typology, witlative values

representing denial/blocking access to a given value and positive values representing

the affirmation/securing of that value. Like the BAR scale, the most severe values lay at

the far ends of the scale (e.g. survivat i8), representing he most basic needsghile

higher level needs have lower number values (e.g. aesthetic need8)atThis is not to

say that aesthetic needs are more important per se than recreational or spiritual needs;

many may argue differently. Rather, this simgdyves as a simple, qualitative
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categoricaktructure falling between nominal and ordinal that is easy to compare to

020K al af26Qa KASNINOKe& FyR (GKS 2NRARIAYI f
For comparison, below is the typology used in the original BAR ,sitidgh ranges

from -7 (formal war) to +7 (unification into one political unit)

Table5. Basins at Risk scale and descriptions. Source: Wolf, &dHierdano (2003);
Yoffe (2002)

Rating BAR Description

-7 Formal War Formal declaration of war

Acts causing deaths, dislocation, or high strategic cost: use of
nuclear weapons, full scale air, naval, or land battles; invasion|
territory; occupation of territory; massive bombing of civilian
areas; capturing of soldiers in battle; large scale baorgluif
military installations; chemical or biological warfare
Limited air, sea, or border skirmishes; border police acts;
annexing territory already occupied; seizing material of target
-5 Smallscale military acts country; imposing blockades; assassingtisaders of target
country; material support of subversive activities against targe|
country

-6 Extensive military acts

Inciting riots or rebellions (training or financial aid for rebelliong

encouraging guerilla activities against target coyntimited and
Political/military hostile  sporadic terrorist actions; kidnapping or torturing foreign citize|
acts or prisoners of war; giving sanctuary to terrorists; breaking

diplomatic relations; attacking diplomats or embassies; expellil
military advisors; executing alleged spirationalizing
companies without compensation

Increasing troop mobilization; boycotts; imposing economic
sanctions; hindering movement on land, waterways, or in the ¢
embargoing goods; refusing mutual trade rightssahg borders
and blocking free communication; manipulating trade or currer
to cause economic problems; halting aid; granting sanctuary tg
Diplomatic/economic opposition leaders; mobilizing hostile d_emon_gratipns against
) target country; refusing to support foreign militaaylies;
hostile acts recalling ambassador for emergency consultations regarding
target country; refusing visas to other nationals or restricting
movement in country; expelling or arresting nationals or press
spying on foreign government officials; terminating major
ageements. Unilateral construction of water projects against
another country's protests; reducing flow of water to another
country, abrogation of a water agreement
Strong verbal expressions displaying hostility in iat#ion:
Warning retaliation for acts; making threatening demands and
. accusations; condemning strongly specific actions or policies;
StrongloffICIaI verbal denouncing leaders, system, or ideology; postponing heads of
hostility state visits; refusing participation in meetings or summits;
leveling strong propaganda attacks; denying support; blocking
vetoing policy or proposals in the UN or other international
bodies. *Official interactions only.
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Mild/unofficial verbal
hostility

Neutral, nonsignificant

Mild verbal support

Official verbal support

Cultural, scientific
agreement/support

Norrmilitary, economic,
technical, or industrial
agreement

Military, economic, or
strategic support

International water
treaty

Unification into one
nation

Mild verbal expressions displaying discord in interactimw key
objection to policies or behavior, communicating dissatisfactiol
through third party; failing to reach an agreement; refusing
protest note; denying accusations; objecting to explanation of
goals, position, etc.; requesting change in policBothunofficial
and official, including diplomatic notes of protest.

Rhetorical policy statements; neronsequential news items;
non-governmental visitors; indifference statements;
compensating for nationalized enterprises or pray@roperty; no
comment statements

Minor official exchanges, talks, or policy expressions: Meeting
high officials; conferring on problems of mutual interest; visit b
lower officials for talks; issuing joint communiqués; appointing
ambassadors; announcing ced@es; norrgovernmental
exchanges; proposing talks; public rgovernmental support of
regime; exchanging prisoners of war; requesting support for
policy; stating or explaining policy.

Official verlal support of goals, values, or regime: official suppc
of policy; raising legislation to embassy; reaffirming friendship;
asking for help against a third party; apologizing for unfavorab
actions or statements; allowing entry of press correspondents;
thanking or asking for aid; resuming broken diplomatic or othe
relations.

(non-strategic): Starting diplomatic relations; establishing
technological or scientific communication; proposing or offerin
economic or mitary aid; recognizing government; visit by head
of state; opening borders; conducting or enacting friendship
agreements; conducting cultural or academic agreements or
exchangestAgreements to set up cooperative working groups!

Making economic loans, grants; agreeing to economic pacts;
giving industrial, cultural, or educational assistance; conductin
trade agreements or granting most favored nation status;
establishing common transportation scommunication
networks; selling industrigechnological surplus supplies;
providing technical expertise; ceasing economic restrictions;
repaying debts; selling nemilitary goods; giving disaster relief.
Legal, cooperative actions between nations thag aot treaties;
cooperative projects for watershed management, irrigation,
poverty-alleviation.

Selling nuclear power plants or materials; providing air, naval,
land facilities for bases; giving technicabdvisory military
assistance; granting military aid; sharing highly advanced
technology; intervening with military support at request of
government; concluding military agreements; training military
personnel; joint programs and plans to initiate and p@rsu
disarmament.

Major strategic alliance (regional or international): Fighting a w
jointly; establishing a joint military command or alliance;
conduction joint military maneuvers; establishing economic
common market; joinin@r organizing international alliances;
establishing joint programs to raise the global quality of life.
*International freshwater treaty.

Merging voluntarily into one state; forming one nation with one
legally binding governemt.
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The iBAR scale, below (Tabjedimonstrates a very similar structure as the BAR
scale (Table 4), but the content of the iBAR scale is based dwthan needs/rights
typology from Table 3.color coded Tablé to mirror the chakra colors used irable4.

As you can see, the iBAR scale combines the reproducible, codified methodology of
negative peace research with the concepts from positive peace rese@ifehspecific
methodology and applications of the iBAR scale wilatddressed in the methods

section below.
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Table6. Integrated Basins at Risk (iBAR) scHhe iBAR category shows the type of
needs, and the two lefinost columns represent the code for that need. Positive values
YSIY | 6l GSNI RSOAaA2y k|l Ol A @hatinged,lwhilg A N¥a a2YS2yS
negative values denote that a water decision/activity is projected/stated as deterring or
KFNXYAy3a az2vyS2ysSQa loAafAadte G2 YSSi GKS ySSR

B

IBAR Description

Block/deter
Affirm/secure

Drinking water, subsistence agriculture irrige,
Survival food security

1
©
o
©

Water for health and welbeing (WaSH, waterborne
disease), boundaries, wateelated disaster
protection (e.g. drought, monsoon), stability, basic
economic security (including existing economic

-8 | +8 | Safety/Security Needs functions, pverty alleviation)

Water facilitated gatherings, family/community
traditions, culture, water facilitated relationships (e.
-7 | +7 | Social Needs between countries, communities)

Development, economic growth, status symbols
(dams, fountains, pools, lawns, showy projectsjgh
-6 | +6 | Esteem Needs (external) | level

-5 | +5 | Esteem Needs (internal) | Trade/craft mastery, independence, sovereignty

Cognitive/knowledge/unde Data, access to science & knowledge about the wal
-4 | +4 | rstanding/science Needs | source, mortbring, water technology

-3 | +3 | Aesthetic Needs Beauty in nature, recreation, ecotourism
Spiritual practices/rituals, seeking growth and
-2 | +2 | Spiritual Needs fulfillment
-1 | +1 | Transcendent Needs Needs beyond human (e.g. intrinsic value of nature

Hybrid Qualitative /Quantitative Methods
Qualitative and quantitative approaches have both been used throughout the
KAaG2NE 2F DS23aIN}LKes (G2 OFNBEAY3I RSANBSa® DS23
but its role as a qualitative, descriptive study (i.egiomal geography) has left the
discipline scrutinized, undervalued, and even rejected (e.g. the elimination of the

Geography program at Harvard in 1948) because it did not conform to what positivist
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andpostLl2 aAGAQ@AaGa €t A1S (Smit KOBA Guba2&ILindold, & KI NRé & OA
1994). This led to an internal policing, with Geographers criticizing one another and
demanding more systematic work aimed at identifying laws (e.g. positivism) in the field
(Schaefer, 1953). When cultural geographers like Sasésted on a landscape level
approach involving field work (a return to regional geography), geographers like David
{G2RRIF NI 6mMdpyc0 LIHZAKSR ol O]l &aléAy3d 3S23INF LKSNA
G2 adaddzReé GKS aoA3I | dzSa i and how to sokdFtheBy A NR Y Y Sy (0 | §
(Castree, 2001).

While there is certainly a place for quantitatiyamsitivistpost-positivist study, it is a
FretlroOe G2 0StASO®S GKFG 2dzald 60SOlFdzAaS || addzRe A
somehow more valid than qualiige studies. First, Castree asserts:

G{ G2RRINIiQa -SYWBY¥RR ¥ ¥S WK dAYB 4far fioh Pgghg Q I S 2 I NI LIK
objectiveand neutralA & Ay G St f SOGdzZtfe fAYAGSR FyR LRf)
AyiaSttSOG aeStOf @zatSA XA G SR ¥z (ndnéntay’ | G dzZNB 6 A G K WS
LINPOE SYaQs a2 A3y 2 NdegvionrdeitkebtahsAlieLd2 NI | y i K dzY' |
commercial agriculture or forestry) and nemvironmental natures (like the

KdzYl'y 62Re0® ! yR AGQa LRtAGAOIETE O0Al
because the knowR3S Al LINRPRdzOSa G(Sy®RAFI @a@NBS> v

Many qualitative researchers, particularly in Political Ecology, agree with this notion that

s
@

& U
B ¢

a
i

guantitative, positivist science is not value free; rather, researchers speak from an
embodied, positined perspective that embeds their own cultural beliefs and
dzy RSNR Gl YRAY3IEA Ayd2 GKS OSNE FFEONRAO 2F GKSANI &
Schmidt, 2013; Deitrich, 2011). Furthermore, Guba and Lincoln identify several
problems with a quantitativepproach:
9 It excludes the meaning and purpose of human behavior. It describes what and
how but not why.
1 There is a disjunction between grand theories with local contexts. Quantitative
data only deals with the mainstream and ignores uniqueness and frimypgr
and activities.
1 General data is inapplicable to individual cases. There is a limitation to the

generalizability of quantitative data beyond giving a probability statement.
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1 Quantitative inquiries exclude the discovery dimension. Hypotheses already
formed (where the hypothesis comes from is glossed over) are applied to data
rather than letting constructions emerge from the discovery process (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994).
While quantitative approaches are used in positivist and {pasitivist studies,
criticaland constructivist studies necessitate qualitative information. Critical research
studies historical realism, a virtual reality that is shaped by the spoldical and
economic context. It requires one to examine the dialogbenstructivistesearch tkes
this one step farther by noting that constructs of reality are relative, and its goal is to
construct new narratives to correct inequalities. The positivist and-posttivists are
GRAAAYUSNBAGSR a0ASyiGArAaltas oKelpérspgeive 12 Ay TF2NY
66 KAOK ¢S KIS | f NBIFIRé& RAaOdzaaSR +a | Fretl Oevo
AyiStfSOGdzrtaeg YR | R@20IGSa K2 OKIffSy3asS 2dzN
GLI aaAz2yldGS LI NI A O Mokeyetanstrucin&(@ubdF & Lidon A G G S YdzZ G A
1994).
While the transboundary water community at OSU generally takes apusitivist
approach (e.g. disproviregsumptions about the pervasiveness and inevitability of
water wars using quantitative methods), the London Water Ressu@roup takes the
critical theory approach towards examining transboundary water interactions. While
both of these schools of thought anetellectuallyinterestingand useful in their own
ways a constructivist approach better captures the full spectrofenvironmental
justice issues in water politids 9 @Sy ydzYoSNE>X adl GAadA0az yR 0

w»

constructions that stakeholders use to navigate power relationships and achieve their
goals (e.g. Trottier, 2014).

Ad adzOKzZ I 00 S YHaDSU/(Wolfiétal.) éand INGRE étiiods would
leave my dissertation stuck between two theoretical approaches, trying to hammer a
guantitative peg into a qualitative hole. Rather than bridging the methoatempted
to reconcile them by transcending thempplying constructivist approaches and utilizing
semiquantitativeiBARdata not aghe ends but as one means towards a larger

qualitative,constructivist analysis.
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Beyond environmental justice issues related to watattémptedto challengethe
acadenic status quo through my work. Farnum (2014) points out several traps in
academia, including the use of jargon and the tmraof hegemonic concepts that
because they are published by established researeclieng the field of other equally
legitimate ways of conceptualizing a problem. She also discusses theefmintial
trap, by which researchers establish their careers on referring to their past work and the
work of their friends, and collaborating only with people who share same training and
ideas(Farnum, 2014). This creates a system that resists change and clings to established
ways of thinking. Thus, acadengiases patriarchal barriers to entry for new sérs,
particularly women and historically marginalized groups. It also maintains an
atmosghere wherein quantitatived K I paR-positivistsciences still viewed aa
dualistic-and superior alternative toqualitative andt 4 2 T ¢ a2.bwerd f &a0A Sy O0Sa
purporting to work on social justice issues is enough for the academy to not take a
researcler seriously, judging his or her work as insufficiently complex and rigorous
(Pimpare 2012¢ KSa4S Syt A3IKGSYyYSy G NaordaivityandiisA G dzZRSa € A YA
LRGSYGAlLf G2 a2t @S GKS g2NI RQa LINRof Sya

Four Arrows (Don Trent Jacobs) compiled2668book on the topiof
transcending the rigid academic paradighime authentic dissertation: Alternative ways
of knowing, research, and representatidie tells the story of many different
dissertations with common themes surrounding authenticity, and hédtpdsat
Gt GSNYIFGA@GSE RAAASNIFGAZ2Yya INB 2dzad a NAI2NP
Furthermore, he recognizes the spiritual nature of the dissertation process, claiming
that:

Go! dZiKSYGAO RAZAASNIIFGA2Y Ae@noréautbénticy G2 Y2 NB RA
experience and reflection, and more creative abilities. They are, in essence,
spiritual undertakings that:
f K2y 2NJ 0KS OSYyUuNXrfAdGe 2F GKS NBaSI NOKSNI:
and authority,
9 focus more on important questions than oasearch methodologies per
se,
1 reveal virtues (generosity, patience, courage, respect, humility,
fortitude, etc.),
f NBIFNR GKS LIS2L) SQa OSNEA2Y 2F NBFfAGe:é
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Inspiredby Four NNR 634 Q YA&daAzy ayz2a G2 dRicJ I OS (KS K7
research in the Western tradition, but to challenge some of those values and offer
Ff GSNYIFGAGS ARSIa GKIFIG adSYy FTNRE$OpR#esBFSNBYy 1> a2
authenticity into my dissertation process (Jacobs, 2008; pafdemnptedto produce an
GFdzi KSYydAO RAA&ASNIFGA2Yy e (GKFG @1 fdzSa GKS LI NIA
beyond their value tany research desigrilraveling and talking people living in the
Mekong Basin gave me the opportunity to employ authentic dissertation tgciesi
such as experiencing and photographing life in the baginough the Integrated Basins
at Risk (iBAR) approach, | embraced complexity and diverse ways of knowing.
Particularly, the iBAR approach accepts claims about experienced and potential benefits
and harms; it does not demand proof quantifiable in scientific or monetary terms. This
allows for qualitative spiritual and cultural benefits and harms to be discussed alongside
more quantifiable needs and valuddiope that | have amplified the voicebray
participants and the basin stakeholders rather than speaking for them.

Also important to the authenticity of my dissertation is presenting my findings
accessibly so that my work will reach a broader audience and challeagtatus quo
Rather thanputting my dissertation on a shelf in the halls of academia and leaving it
there, | share it via dynamic, accessible forms of presentatiproduced a water
justice/ethics training exercise to be used in schools or water practitioner trairfingk.
publish a summary of my results online, and work with basin practitioners to publish
relevant results in reports that can be translated into basin languagesuthentic,
constructivist approach that includes deliverables will allow me to contribute outputs
valuable to the groups | am studying and the larger transboundary water community.
While web materials, photos, arekercisesnay not be direct elements of my analysis,
they will help me to present and convey a richer tapestry of how water and water
relatSR KdzYly ySSRa YlIyAFSad Ay LIS2L) SQa SOSNERI &
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Chapter 5: Methods

Figure 9Photo.! Y2y 1Seé Sl da |y SINI2F O2Ny Ay FTNRyYyG 2
Source: Watson (2014).

Application

In orderto addressamy researchquestions and objectivevia assessment of
environmental justice (EJ) in the Mekong Bakitteveloped a thre@ronged strategy
incorporatingarchival/event datainterview data, and observational data from a
Mekong River Commission academic conference and egowarnmental orgaization
(NGO) panel eventl developed a scalthe iBARwhich will serve as the guiding
framework in each of the three prongs. The Basins at Risk (BAR) study, which measured
events from 1948 to 2003, is the model on which the iBAR and archival meih®ds
based. However, wheredise BAR study measured direct violence as quantifiable
events (shots fired, official statements, wars, treaties, etc.), measuring structural
violencel/injustice presents unique challenges. Specifically, the literature on stalictu
violence (injustice) suggests that it may not appear as a specific gatimer, an

ongoing processind furthermore, may beternalized by the oppressed population or
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suppressed, downplayed, or blamed on either the victims or external factorsns ne
media(Galtung, 1990Zeitoun & Warner, 2006; Warner & Zeitoun, 2D0&s such, this
study expands the everiased BAR methoaulti-facetedapproach that allowsor
internal consistency checks.

The second difference between the BAR study and this déimar is that of scale.
Ideally, the iBAR will be a tool that can be applied to transboundary river basins around
the world, like the BAR scale, but this study sexdy as a first step towards that goal.
| testedthe iBAR scale, and by using a tridatgd approach, Wasable to draw
conclusions as to the validity and reliability of the iBAR and the strengths and limitations
of each prong (archival, interviewbservationgl Considering that this studg part
serves as a pilot for the iBARocugd on one basinthe Mekong Riverat the basin as
well as sukbasin leved, rather than trying to assess all transboundary basins in the
world.

Third, this study differs from the BAR study because of its emphasis on justice and
participation, which requir@dditional data to be collected along with the primary iBAR
data. Particularly, | will keep track of demographic data, which will shed light on which
population groups benefit and which are hindered by water management decisions. For
instance, one groumay be displaced by a hydropower project, negatively affecting
their basiceconomic security-8 on the iBAR scale), while another population group
may be provided with economgrowth benefits external esteem, iBARbB) from the
same policy decision. Kping track of whose needs are being met and whose are not is
critical to understanding the environmental justice applications of water management
decisions.

Additionally, Inoted the level ofparticipation various stakeholder groupadin
water-relateddecisionsKeeping track ahformation about participatiorhelped me to
test myhypothesis that meaningful, representative participatiwould be related with
more just (higher iBAR) outcomes.

In the next sectionl, describe mynethods for each the archay, interview, and
observationaprongs of the study. Finally, | discuss how | plan to analyze the data

collected through each of the thregrongs.
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Archival Data/ Events Methods
Comparable to the BAR study, | exandimews articles over time to create a

timeline and assessment of environmental justice issues in the Mekong Basin.
Specifically, | ugkl exisNexis Academic to search for watated news articles in the
Mekong Basin between 1994 and 2014. ld#e following search terms for my initial
search?®

Terms: (HLEAD(Mekong OR Lanc&®mR "Nam Ta" "Nam Ou" OR "Nam Soung" OR

"Nam Khan" OR "Nam Mae Kok" OR "Nam Mae Ing" OR Songkhram OR "Nam Ca Dinh"

OR "Se Bang Fai" OR "Se Bang Hiang" OR "Tonle Sap" OR "Se Kong" OR "Se San" OR "Sre
Pok" OR Bassac ORri&lDragons")

AND HLEAater OR river! OR lake OR dam OR stream OR tributary OR diversion OR
irrigation OR pollution OR water quality OR flood! OR drought! OR channel OR canal OR
fish OR hydroelect! OR resenjoir

AND HLEAD¢aty OR agree! OR negotiateRQesolution OR commission OR

secretariat OR "joint management" OR "basin management” OR peace OR accord OR
settle! OR cooperat! OR collaborat! OR disput! OR conflict! OR disagree! OR sanction!
OR war OR troops OR letter of protest OR hostility OR sheds@iR boycott OR

protest! OR policy OR decision OR decide OR plan OR $cheme

AND ("drinking water" OR WaSH OR sanitation OR hygiene OR development OR
"subsistence agriculture” OR displac! OR waterborne OR crops OR security OR cultur! OR
tradition! OR higrical OR technolog! OR aesthetic OR recreation OR ecotourism OR

sport OR ecosystem OR conservation OR "human rights" or "Millennium Development
Goals" OR nature OR vulnerab! OR "data sharing" OR training OR educational OR "way
of life")

AND NOT HLEAD#sHOT ocean NOT navigat! NOT nuclear NOT "water cannon” NOT
"light water reactor" NOT "mineral water" NOT "hold water" NOT "cold water" NOT "hot
water" NOT "water canister" NOT "water tight" NOT " water down" NOT "flood of
refugees" NOT Rivera NOT Suez R@Tama NOT oil NOT drug®T "Vietham Wal)

and ((#GT113#)) and Date(geq(01/01929)

This search generated 543 news artiddesween 1 January 1994 and 31 December
2014 In a first sweep of the documents, | comiiadbugh the articles and selesd
those that met the following criteriaA claim thatl) a humandecision, plan, oaction,
2) affected/would affectthe way humans interact with water, 8)hicheither did or

would help or hinder their ability to meet their basic needs (as defined in the iBAR:

8Terms in italics are iBAR additions to the latest Basins at Risk search terms.



Page]| 65

survival, safety, social, esteem, cognitive, aesthetic, spiritual, or transcendent needs).

Unrelated and duplicate articlegere discarded.

Coding
For the second round of coding, | again processed all 543 articles, skipping over

those that were discardeih the first pass. | employed2edoose a qualitative web
application for coding, and gave unique codames to each distinctive ever@dne
event say the construction of the Xayaburi Dawould come up again and again over
time in various articles, angsing the app, | tagged each occurrence using its specific
code XAYA. Often, schemes of sevelaiins were referenced as a group, and in these
cases, | used a code encompassing the group. However, if an article singled out an
individual project, that wasaded under its individual code. For instance, the Xayaburi
project falls both under its individual code, XAYA, and the code THE12, which references
the group of twelve mainstream dams planned for the Mekong. If an article talked
about effects of Xayabumdividually, | coded it as XAYA, but if it talked only about the
mainstream dams, the THE12 code was applied.
| exported the articles with their event codes attached as comm#nta Dedoose

to a Word document, which | used for the third level of codiuigthis stage, | created
an Excel file housing all of the event code names and some descriptive text about the
events. This file is also where | compiled information about the level and
representativeness of participation alluded to for each event. Infaiomaincluded in
this spreadsheet included:

i1 Eventcode

1 Event description

1 Event type(s)

1 Claims about participation levels/representativeness

In the third level of coding, | read through each articléhimWord document,

looking specifically for referencés human needs as defined by the iBAR. my
dependent variablesThese events and iBAR ratings were cdaeskd on the article
publication date into a second Excel spreadsheet with the following fields:

1 Eventcode
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9 Date bin based on the article publicati date (Januarjune were coded as

the year, JuhDecember were coded as the yeast ®p € 0

 Demographic® 6 K2 Qa ySSRa | NS LJzZNILIR2NISRfe& o0SAy3

1 IiBAR codes{ to +9)
1 Atrticle text on which each code was based
Again, the criteria | used were: A clainatti) a human decision, plan, or action, 2)
affected/would affect the way humans interact with water, 3) which either did or would
help or hinder their ability to meet their basic needs (as defined in the iBAR: survival,
safety, social, esteendivided inb external and internalcognitive, aesthetic, spiritual,
or transcendent needspome important notes othe event codingriteria:
The Human Element:
The event had to ba human decisioand not naturabhenomenon Floods,
droughts, and climate changall came up in the articles and all do affect the way
people interact with water, and how/whether they can meet their basic needs.
However, | speifically wanted to examine human leverage poirfthuswhile the flood
or drought were not included as eventsdrought mitigation measure or a climate
change adaptatiofnitiative qualified If a flood was pinned on Chinese dams upstream,
it wascoded on the iBAR scale (asBasecurity needsjzy RSNJ G KS REMEQ SOSyi
the flood itself vas notan event vith its own set of effects.

Interactions with Water:
This varies from the BAR study in a significant way, as the BAR events only qualified

as events if the action was about water as a distinct andswbstitutable resource.
Shipping and infrastructure goticularly, were excluded from BAR analysis because
shipping and transportation happen not just on water but via many avenues. However, |
chose to broaden my net to capture all ways people interact with the resource,
justifiable in the field ohature-sodety geography. Ferrymen losing their jobs after the
construction of a bridge, increased transboundary river patrols after an agreement

sparked by the murder of Chinesailors on a cargo ship, and poactemed-

9 Acknowledging that climate change is humzaused, but distinguishing between the
phenomena of climate change (as an effect) and the huhecisions/actions that are causing it,
which is beyond the scope of this study (policiekanges in interactions with watemeeting
needs vs. policiesclimate change changes in interactions with watemeeting needs)

Oz
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conservationist studies of waterfowl on tfi®@nle Sap all qualified as iBAR events but
not BAR events.
Time:

Many of these events come up again and again in the news discourse over time, and
| wanted to capture that in my data. However, in flurries of media activity, the same
claims would be repgad many times in the span of a few days as various news outlets
essentially duplicated one another. The desire to capture temporal trends at a
reasonable resolution led tthe creation of sixnonth date bins. Each event could be
marked with a specific iBAAcode once per date bin.

So, if seven articles between January and June of 2011 talked about Xagaburi,
three mentioned a positive economic impact, two mentioned potential negative
environmental consequences, and six talked about negative implicdtotiselinoods,
these would be the codeXAYA, 2011, +6; XAYA, 2011 XAYA, 20118. Within that
sixmonth bin, itdid not matter how often the sameode reappeared-or instanceif
two different articles within a time bin discussed two differendgps affected by an
event in different ways, but those ways both fell undee iBAR code, they were both
coded under as one occurrence of the codewever, as soon a article fell in a new
sixmonth period(e.g. JulyDecember2011, for our examplejhe slate was wiped clean
and any event could receive any code ag&ior examplea July 2011 article mentioning
potential positive economic growth associated with Xayabatild get a newKAYA,

2011.5,+6 codebecause the date bin switched to 2011.5.

Clams/Discourse:
Note that my criteria allowed me to code based on claimed and projected effects

rather than stated, facthecked effects. In this way, | assessed the reality projected in

the discourse rather than that captured by scientific, on the grousésarements.

Coding via the discourse allowed me to capture the variables based on what was said (or
implied) rather than my own determinants of what the effects are/would be. How do

we know if there will be cultural or spiritual implications of a deci8iblow do we

decide whether or not a dam hurts the aesthetic needs of the population, or whether it
helps? My evaluations may differ greatly from those of actual stakeholders. Essentially, |

decided that the best way to remove my personal lens from the ggoavas to let the
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people tell me, via the news, whether an event affected a particular néleid.was my
best attempt to capture qualitative, hartb-measure (and often based on self
reporting, anyways) variables across multiple scales.

Similar to the poblem of capturing the qualitative, there is also the problem of
capturing the longitudinal.\Eents themselves happen over time (e.g. a plan, a decision,
multiple stages of implementation, etc.), and the effects happen at varied times and
paces among thosinpacted. Some positive or negative effects of a plan or decision
happenwell before that decision is implemented. For example, merely announcing a
plan for a dam or signing a power purchase agreement may reap esteem (both external
and internal) benefitf§or a country long before construction begins, while security
effects, both positive (e.g. flood risk management, poverty alleviation) and negative
(e.g. displacements for construction, loss of livelihoods, etc.), could occur discretely or
nebulously in tle short, medium, and long term. Codieffects asand whenthey are
projected inthe discourse allow for the capture of th@ebulous qualitative Jongterm
effects that could otherwise slip through the sieve.

It is important to note, though, that | didah eliminate any voices or their
corresponding claims from the discourse. This means that my data captured sometimes
RANBOGte O2y¥FftAOGAy3 adGlaGSYSyiaod C2NJ SEF YLX S=
will increase insecurity downstream, while Chinamkit will increase security via more
consistent flows. One article might discuss both of these premises and may even
disagree with one perspective of the other, but both are captured in the coding.
Likewise, the claims in propaganda pieces are also caghtthus, it is important to
remember that the dataepresent the discourse.

One aspect of the discourse not captured, howevethéscounterclaims. These
counterclaims come in two forms: The author claigither thatthe plan/actionl) will
not havethe negative effects claimed by others, e.g. a politician saying a dam will not
harm anyone downstream, @) will not have positive effects claimed by others, aug.
environmental organization saying a dam will not actually he¢pgtonomic growth of

a courtry.
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Data Processing
While applying iBAR codes, | flagged articles and codes of which | was unsure, and

revisited them once all the coding was complete to make a final determination. At the
end of the event coding, | had 566 iBAR codes divided amosaix#fnth time bins
spanning the 21 years between January 1994 and December 2014. | revisited my list of
event codes and eliminated those that were not associated with any iBAR ratings and
ensured all event codes from the iBAR had a matching listing in #re egdes
spreadsheet.

Next, | combined my two spreadsheets by transferring the EVgpe(s) tanatch
with each event in my iBAR coding. This allowed me to filter my codes by type of event.
Additionally, | created a second layer of demographics codirgn IBAR code was
initially coded with a list of affected countries/peoples/stakeholders, and | thiskdata
and grouped them into the following bins:

1 MRC CountriefQambodia, Laos, Thailarahd/or Vietnam or some
combination of those, but excluding @aiand Myanmar

9 Basin Countries (any of the MRC countries, plus China and/or Myanmar)

1 Least Developed Countri€@ambodia, Laos, and/or Myanmahosen by
Least Developed Nation status)

1 Communities (any mention of poor communities, indigenous peoples,
fishers, farmers, local activists)

1 Politicians (local/national politicians and political parties)

1 Environmentalists (environmental NGOs, typically internatignal

1 Foreign/Economic Interestsijt-of-basin countriesinvestors, companies,
global financing instittions, tourists)

* The Environmentalist and Foreign/Economic Interests groupings frequently co
occurred with one or several other groupings, and so | divided them into unique
columns. Thus, an iBAR code affecting some need of Thailand, China, and foreign
AYy@Sai2NBR gl a OF LWGdZNBR 02GK Fa a. ldAy [ 2dzyGNRS

This datavasanalyzed with descriptive statistics to create timelines and data
pictures of EJ in the Mekong River Basin. The Watalsoanalyzed for relationships

between BAR events and iBAR outcomes.
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Interview Method s
Capturing suctural violence(environmental injustice)n events gleaned from

newspapersaloneis potentially insufficientparticularly m a part of the world where

freedom of the press is rated pdgr(see Figur&0). Thus, gaining a more nuanced

understanding of watetinked environmental justice in the regiorecessitateda

gualitative, onthe-groundapproach.

Figurel0. 2013 World Press Freedom Map. Note that Mekong countries are related
GROTFAE (2 SGateRFRpodes WihNm Roéders (2013).

To conduct this research authentically, it was critical for me to talk to actual people

working and living in the basto confirm and expand on what | learned from the event

data Thus, I enducted severakemistructuredconversations with practitioners (n = 6)

including representativeBom intergovernmentabrganizationgIGG) and

nongovernmental organizati@(NGG) in the Mekong Basin, including

1

)l
1
)l

Mekong River Commission

InternationalRivers

World Fish

International Water Management Institute (IWMI) Challenge Program on

Water and FoodGGIAR)
















































































































































































































































































































































